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ExecutiveSummarg 

Results in Brief GAG'S November 1988 report pointed out the need for Department of 
Defense policy guidance in force mix decision-making. GAO'S most recent 
work reinforces a belief that additional guidance is needed to provide 
basic parameters for force mix decisions. Although all the services cite 
force mix decision criteria, GM could not determine the relative influ- 
ence of the various fact,ors on force mix decisions or the thoroughness of 
the decision processes. This is because decisions on the use of reserve 
components usually occur as by-products of overall force structure 
decision-making under planning, programming, and budgeting processes 
in each service. There is little documentation of decision-making regard- 
ing reserve components within those processes. 

During these decision processes, marginal changes are often made con- 
cerning the use of reserve components-changes that can take several 
years to implement-making it impractical to develop extensive docu- 
mentation. Cumulatively, over time, these changes have resulted in a 
significant reliance on reserve components. GAO found, however, that 
the Department of Defense does not have a way to assess the effect of 
cumulative changes on war-fighting capabilities. If the United States is 
reluctant to call up reserves in an emergency, the services could face a 
dilemma when key capabilities are needed, but all or nearly all are in the 
reserves. 

Principal Findings 

- 

Guidance Needed to GAO’S November 1988 report pointed out that the Department of Defense 

Provide Basic Parameters had not provided guidance for deciding what portions of the force would 

for Force Mix Decisions be in the active and reserve components and what missions the reserv- 
ists should perform within that mix. In its current review, GAO found the 
criteria used by the services in decision-making to be largely informal in 
nature, and there were no clearly established parameters for the use of 
the reserves. There were indications of a lack of agreement among the 
services and between act ivc and reserve components on criteria to gov- 
cbrn force mix decisions. 

For example, philosophical differences exist between the Army’s active 
and reserve components on the merits of having less-than-fully- 
resourced reserve units. The reserve components are more willing than 
the active force to activate new units even if resources are not adequate 
to fully man and equip t htkm. They believe t,hat cvcn lcss-than-fully- 
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reserves’ availability should be a fundamental pillar of force mix deci- 
sions to better ensure that decisions are made giving appropriate weight 
to threat, risk, and the capabilities needed in contingencies in which 
mobilization may be delayed or does not occur. 

An August 1989 draft Total Force Policy developed by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense recognizes the need for force planning to consider 
various levels of conflict under varying degrees of reserve activation. It 
also calls for reviews every 4 years of the mix of active and reserve 
components. GAO believes that such reviews are important to tracking 
the cumulative effect of changes made on war-fighting capabilities. 

GAO'S h’ovember 1988 report noted that force mix decisions should be 
made using criteria that address costs, force capability, training and 
recruiting requirements. and personnel availability and recommended 
that the Secretary of Defense improve t,he comprehensiveness and speci- 
ficity of policy guidance. The Department agreed with GAO’S suggestion 
to develop guidance and cited a project that was underway to do just 
that, Accordingly. GAO is not making recommendations in this report. 

The Department of Defense generally agreed with GAO'S findings. It rec- 
ognized that more definitive guidance is required from the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense on assigning roles to reserve components. The 
Department indicated that it is in the process of formulating this guid- 
ance. The Department suggested that GAO had difficulty identifying 
force mix criteria bccausc it is embedded throughout the force develop- 
ment process. While (;A() agrees that force mix considerations occur 
throughout the services’ force development processes, it could not read- 
ily verify the application of force mix criteria, given the nature of those 
processes and the absence of documentation. However, GAO did obtain 
and report information concerning criteria, mostly informal, that 
decisionmakers indicated they use. GAO believes that the absence of for- 
mal guidance, along witti periodic staff turnover in all services, contrib- 
utcs to a lack of institutional knowledge and may limit the consist.ent 
application of crit,eria most important to force mix decisions 

Recommendation 

Agency Comments 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

Mobilization The planning scenario in Defense guidance for making force structure 

Authority/Constraint 
decisions presumes the mobilization of reserves. The most readily avail- 
able authority for such mobilization is found in 10 USC. 673b, which 
authorizes the President to activate up to 200,000 Selected Reservists 
for up to 90 days, with a permissible extension for an additional 90 
days. ( Other legislation also provides the President with authority to call 
up reserves to meet domestic and military emergencies.’ 

Despite this mobilization authority, the United States has been histori- 
cally reluctant to activate its reserve units for military operations under 
its mobilization authority for fear of adverse domestic reaction and/or 
giving a stronger-than-intended signal internationally of impending mili- 
tary action. The continuing absence of reserve call-ups reinforces the 
public’s perception of their use as a measure of last resort despite the 
Total Force Policy. 

Growth of the Reserve In recent years reserve components have become an increasingly larger 

Components 
part of the services’ total force. From fiscal years 1980 through 1988, 
Selected Reserve units grew by 289,000 persons, with most of this 
increase occurring in the Army. Table 1.1 shows the personnel increases 
of active and Selected Reserve components by service from 1980 
through 1988 and the contribution of Selected Reserve components rela- 
tive to t,he combined components of each service. 

Table 1.1: Growth in the Active Force and 
Selected Reserves From Fiscal Years Reserves as a 
1980 Through 1988 percentage of 

Active Percent Reserve Percent fiscal year 
Service growth change growth change 1988 total force 
Army -5,000 -06 +188,000 +32 50 

Ali Force +18 000 +3 2 +41,000 +26 25 

Navy +76 000 +14 7 +52,000 +54 20 

Marme Corps +9,000 +48 +8,000 +22 18 

Note The active duty end strengths of the Army, the AII Force, and the Marine Corps were reduced by 
9,000, 31,000, and 3,000 respectively 11, fiscal year 1988, whk the Navy’s end strength uweased by 
6,000 persons A complete wmmary of active and reserve end strength changes from fiscal years 1980 
through 1988 IS Included as appendix II 
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ChapLer 1 
Introduction 

Air Force Air Force reserve components made up of Air National Guard and Air 
Force Reserve now comprise 25 percent of the total force, up 4 percent 
from fiscal year 1980. The end strength of the reserve components 
increased by 41,000 from fiscal years 1980 through 1988, with more 
limited growth projected in future years. After several years of growth, 
the active force’s end strength has declined since fiscal year 1987, with 
fiscal year 1988 end strength only 3 percent greater than fiscal year 
1980’s 

The Air Force reserve components play a large role in the total force. 
The Air National Guard performs primarily a combat role with some 
support missions, while the Air Reserve performs mostly support mis- 
sions. Air Force reserve components provide nearly all ITS-based air 
interceptor capability, over half of the airlift capability that would be 
needed in wartime, and a majority of the service’s communications and 
combat engineering capabilities. Table 1.3 indicates the percentages of 
selected capabilities found in the reserve components. 

Table 1.3: Examples of Air Force 
Capabilities in Reserve Components ._ Percentage of Air Force capability in reserves 

Mission capability Air National Guard Air Force Reserve Total 
Aeromedlcal evacuation 

(crews) 24 69 93 

Aerial port material handling 
- 

(personnel) 12 59 71 

Combat commumcatlons 
(mts) 68 0 68 

Theater aIrlIft (aIrcraft) 34 ~~ ~- 25 59 

Combat loglstlcs support 
(squadrons) 0 59 59 

Tactlcal r&nnal%ance 
(alrcraft) 50 0 50 

Strategic aIrlIft (crews) 0 50 50 

Scwrce Fiscal Year 1988 Anr:!~al Report From the Reserve Forces Poky Board Data IS as of 
September 30, 1988 

The Air Force has increased the reserve’s role in strategic or long-range 
airlift capability in wwnt years with the transfer of C-141 and C-5 air- 
craft to the reserves. Il’hilc there had been reserve participation in the 
strategic airlift mis%orr for over a decade, this transfer marked the first 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

The Navy, according to its most recent total force report, notes that it 
has placed a significant percentage of its war-fighting capabilities in the 
Naval Reserve.’ Some unit mission capabilities are exclusively, or nearly 
exclusively, assigned to the Reserves. Table 1.4 shows the percentage of 
selected capabilities found in the Naval Reserve. 

Table 1.4: Examples of Navy Capabilities 
in Its Reserve Component Percentage of 

Mission capability 
capability;;!e;;; 

Combat search and rescue (squadrons) 100 

U S -based loglstlcs arrlrft (squadrons) 100 

L lght attack helicopter (squadrons) 100 

Undersea warfare surveillance iunIts) 100 

Naval control of shlpplng (routing personnel) 99 

Cargo handlmg (battalions) 93 

Ocean mInesweepers (ships) a2 

MoblIe construction (battalIonsi 65 

:~~~rce Fiscal Year 1988 Annual Report From the Reserve Forces Policy Board Data IS as of 
:;eptember 30, 1988 

The Naval Reserve contains units designed to be independently deployed 
as well as units designated to augment existing active component units. 
lndcpendently deploying units, which have their own ships, aircraft, or 
c.onstruction equipment, are tasked to report as complete operational 
entities at mobilization. Augmenting units are designed to reinforce and 
sustain active units. It should be noted, however, that reserve ships 
have full-time manning equal to 55 to 65 percent of regular operational 
requirements; often 50 percent of that number are active duty personnel 
assigned to the reserve ships. 

In increasing the use of its reserves, the Navy has engaged in what it 
terms “horizontal integration,” the modernization of reserve ships and 
aircraft by class and type, and the concurrent introduction of new 
rquipment into the reserves as it is brought into the active force. At the 
same time, older equipment has been transferred from the active to the 
reserve component. Today, Navy officials say that force mix changes 
are minimal, and the Chief of Naval Operations has stated for the past 
2 years that he is satisfied with the current mix of active and reserve 
t’orccs. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

Table 1.5: Examples of Marine Corps 
Missions Assigned to Its Reserve 
Component Unit type 

CIVII affairs groups 

Damaged equipment salvage platoons 

Force reconnaissance companies 

Tank battalions 

Beach and port cargo-handling companies 

Percentage in 
Selected Reserve 

100 

100 

50 

40 

40 

Heavy artillery batteries 35 

Llaht antiaircraft mwle battalions 25 

Forward area air defense batteries 

Source Fiscal Year 1988 Annual Report From the Reserve Forces Policy Board Data IS as of 
September 30, 1988 

25 

Objectives, Scope, and This report responds t,o an October 13, 1988, letter from the Chairman 

Methodology 
of the Subcommittee on Military Personnel and Compensation, House 
Committee on Armed Services, requesting that we review processes 
within DOD and the military services for deciding what missions are 
assigned to reserve components. Our objectives were to identify the 
processes, factors, and variables individual military services use in mak- 
ing these force mix decisions; to examine the thoroughness of the 
decision-making processes; and to identify improvements needed. We 
also wanted to determine how the decision factors used in recent years 
might affect future force mix decisions. This review was designed to 
build on our November 1988 report on reserve policies and programs, 
which cites the need for DOD policy guidance in force mix decision- 
making.” Specifically, we sought to obtain more in-depth information on 
force mix decision-making processes within each of the military ser- 
vices-a matter of continuing congressional interest. 

For the purposes of this report, we are defining “force mix” decisions as 
decisions concerning the use of active and reserve forces, recognizing 
that on a broader basis force mix also includes civilian and contractor 
personnel as well as overseas host nation support. Since decisions con- 
cerning the mix of active and reserve forces are essentially made at the 
service level, we focused on how such decisions are made within the 
Army, the Air Force, the Navy, and the Marine Corps (we did not exam- 
ine force mix decisions in the Coast Guard). We identified decision- 

“GAO recommended in a Nwember 1988 report that the Secretary of Defense take steps to ensure 
the timely development of guidance on making force mix and mission assignment decisions. See 
Reserve Components: Opportunities to Improve National Guard and Reserve Policies and I’rograms 
(GAO/KSIAD 89-27, Nov 17, 19823). 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

authority. (DOD defines “mobilization” as preparation for war during a 
national emergency.) Unlike other reserve activation options, a 200-K 
call-up does not require the declaration of a national emergency. DOD 

also pointed out that service secretaries have the authority to call up 
reservists. 

We do not draw as fine a distinction as does DOD in our use of the term 
“mobilization.” As we are defining it, “mobilization” need not necessa- 
rily take place in a formally declared national emergency. Each of the 
reserve activation categories, including the 200-K call-up, is codified in 
title 10 of the U.S. Code dealing with military law and the use of reserve 
components. The Code does not indicate that the 200-K call-up should 
not be considered a form of “mobilization.” Even within DOD, the 200-K 
call-up is sometimes referred to as a form of “mobilization.” Further, the 
historic reluctance to activate reserve components under any of these 
activation categories, other than for domestic emergencies, suggests that 
the general public might see little to distinguish one call-up from 
another. 

DOD essentially concurred with our description of growth in the reserve 
components. It stated that our term “Air Force Reserve components” 
should be changed to the “Air Reserve Component,” which is made up of 
the Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve. Our report, when 
recognizing the two components collectively, refers to them as “reserve 
components.” DOD also noted that growth in the Naval Reserve has 
occurred because of mobilization requirements, directed by Defense 
guidance, to support the war plans of the unified Commanders-m-Chief, 
budget decisions, and congressional direction, in addition to our 
referenced expansion toward a 600.ship fleet. Our report recognizes 
these general factors as affecting the Navy as well as the other services. 
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Chapter 2 
Force Mix Decisions Occur Within the 
Broader Context of Force Structure and 
Budget Decision-Making 

The Army has increasingly relied on its reserve components for growth 
in its force structure. The Army’s decision to increasingly rely on its 
reserves is largely driven by three factors: (1) an early 1980s self- 
imposed cap on active end strength to contain costs while providing for 
equipment and modernization needs, (2) a decision in the 1970s to con- 
centrate combat capabilities in its active forces and support capabilities 
in its reserves, and (3) Defense guidance that calls for planning to fight 
a large-scale war that assumes reserve mobilization. 

The Army’s decision to essentially cap growth in its active force at 
around 780,000 personnel and direction provided by Defense guidance 
required that any force structure expansion take place within the 
Army’s reserve components. Therefore, the growth of certain capabili- 
ties within the active force requires reductions elsewhere or the exami- 
nation of alternatives involving the reserve components. For example, 
the need to add a new unit overseas or add support capability could 
necessitate downsizing or shifting other units or capabilities out of the 
active force to stay within the authorized active duty end strength or 
overseas troop ceilings. If little or no growth is also occurring in the 
reserve components, options become even more limited. Some require- 
ments may be left unfilled or only partially filled, or trade-offs may be 
made within the available reserve end strength. Decisions to assign mis- 
sions to the Guard and Reserves are by-products of broader force struc- 
ture decisions; changes in reserve components’ roles and missions occur 
on an incremental basis with marginal rather than wholesale changes. 

Force structure and mix decisions, once made, are factored into upcom- 
ing Army budgets. It is important to note that decisions concerning force 
structure and mix can take several years to implement, particularly 
when they involve the activation or conversion of new units in either 
active or reserve components. Even then, the implementation can be 
adversely affected by funding problems, equipment shortages, and other 
delays. 

Since changes to force mix can take several years to implement, it is 
difficult to gather complete information concerning all factors in these 
decisions. Army officials indicated that, with the advent of a biennial 
budget process starting with fiscal year 1988, they have been able to put 
in place processes for reviewing the status of prior ‘L4A decisions to see 
whether they still make sense and to make adjustments as needed. We 
did not examine the implementation of these processes to determine 
their adequacy. However, Army officials did note that these reviews 
have been used to delay the activations of some units that were not able 
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Chapter 2 
Force Mix Decisions Occur Within Lhr 
Broader Context of Force Slructurr and 
Budget Derision-Making 

reserve components as they do on adding to or changing the basic mis 
sions of reserve units. 

Congressional interest in increasing the role of Air Force reservists has 
encouraged the Air Force to look at ways to expand the roles of the 
reserves. Various Air Force documents we examined pointed to consid- 
erable congressional interest in Air Force active/reserve mix issues dur- 
ing 1983 and 1984. This interest has fostered some broad efforts by the 
Air Force to identify missions or systems that, could be transferred to 
the reserve components. One of these efforts occurred as part of the ser- 
vice’s efforts to prepare its Program Objective Memorandum for the fis- 
cal year 1986 budget. The Air Force asked its major commands, in 
developing their program proposals, to identify candidate missions for 
transfer to the reserves. 

More recently, another ctffort has resulted from a requirement in the 
Conference Report for fiscal year 1989 Defense authorization legisla- 
tion, which directed the Secretary of Defense to evaluate the capability 
and desirability of reassigning portions of thr flying missions, such as 
airlift, to the Guard and Reserve. This reassignment, was intended to 
save money while offsetting the loss of active-duty pilots. The study 
report, while not definitive regarding any changes to be made, noted 
that the program revickv conducted as part, of the previous budget cycle 
had addressed force mix issues and alternatives. 

A third effort, which was initiated in February 1989 by the Office of the 
Air Force Deput,y Chief of Staff for Plans and Operations, tasked all 
major commands with rcvicwing the force mix. This effort, too, was 
prompted by continuing c~mgrcssional interest in the subject,. Some ques- 
tions the Office of t,ho lkputy Chief of Staff asked the commands to 
consider were 

* whether the force mix in each major weapon system was valid, 
. whether too many missions had been assigned to the active or the 

reserve components. 
* how a change in forccl mix would affect combat capability, 
. bvhat kinds of stress 1 hc, current, force mix placed on active forces, and 
. Lvhat benefits accruc>ti I’rom (he current force mix. 

These efforts indicate that, while force mix reviews or changes are con- 
sidered within the broader context of force structure or budget decision- 
making, congressional interest has provided impetus for some of these 
reviews. 
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Chapter 2 
Force Mix Decisions Occur Within the 
Broader Context of Force Structurr and 
Budget Decision-Making 

The Marine Corps 
Reserve Experiences 
Relatively Few 
Changes 

While the Marine Corps Reserve has undergone relatively few changes 
compared to reserves of the other services, changes in its force 
mix-like changes in the other services-have normally occurred dur- 
ing its programming and budgeting cycles. Reviews of force structure 
and manning issues are conducted through a multitiered committee 
structure as part of the Navy’s PPBS process, and from these delibera- 
tions recommendations are submitted to the Marine Corps Commandant. 
Typically, force mix changes arc based on reevaluations of the force 
structure with considerations of the threat, war-fighting tactics, force 
modernization, and proposed funding levels. 

With legislation stipulating that the Marines must maintain a minimum 
of three divisions in the active forces,’ a broad parameter for the use of 
the reserve component has been established, although the legislation 
does not stipulate the c.omposition of these units. Since, as with the 
Army, fiscal constraints prevent the active manning of all units in 
peacetime, reserve units are designated to satisfy planned wartime orga- 
nizational requirements. 

Conclusions 
.~ 

The services have much in common in their approaches to decision- 
making on the use of reserve components. Decisions concerning the roles 
and missions for reserve components are made within the context of ser- 
vice force structure and budgetary decision-making and are by-products 
rather than principal focuses of that process. They are often driven by 
fiscal constraints, along with congressional interest in a greater reliance 
on reserve forces, At the same time, each of the services has its own 
unique approach to the process. These include the Army’s extensive 
‘l&al Army Analysis, the Air Force’s board structure. the Kavy’s war- 
fare appraisal process. and the Marine Corps’ committee approach. 
Given the nature of thc,se processes. we believe that separate and inde- 
pendent reviews or assessments of what missions and capabilities are or 
should be assigned to the reserve components are not likely to be normal 
parts of those processes. 

Agency Comments and DOD generally concurred with our findings regarding each service. It 

Our Evaluation 
pointed out that assigning missions to the reserve components is an inte- 
gral part of the services force structure decision-making processes and 
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Chapter 3 

Force Mix Decisions md Recent Budget Cuts 
Show a Lack of Consensus on Criteria 
for Decision-Making 

All the military services cite force mix decision-making criteria; how- 
ever, the use of such criteria is largely informal and not well docu- 
mented. Although a range of factors was cited by Army officials, little is 
written on the subject in the Army. The Air Force developed several 
criteria statements in 1984, but no criteria were formally adopted, and 
there is no consensus on what those criteria should be. The Kavy cites 
several general decision factors in its annual reports on Total Force; 
however, the extent to which these factors are used is not clear. Like the 
Navy, the Marine Corps also cites general factors affecting its decisions. 
Finally, budget reduction measures in the Army and the Air Force show 
a lack of agreement concerning criteria for making force mix decisions. 

DOD has efforts underway to begin developing force mix policy; it recog- 
nizes the need to develop force mix decision criteria. 

Circumstances 
Determine the 
Importance of 
Particular Criteria 
in Army . 
Decision-Making : 

. 

Army officials stressed the situational nature of force mix decisions and 
applicable criteria. However, they did provide insight into factors con- 
sidered important to decisions affecting new or increased mission 
assignments to Guard and Reserve components. These factors-not 
intended to represent a rank ordering-include 

whether reserve components are interested in the mission, 
whether the mission is already in the reserves, 
what personnel strength projections and trends indicate, 
whether the geographic locations required for reserve units would 
affect the recruitment and training of persons for the mission, 
what degree of readiness and quickness of deployment are required, 
what equipment distribution and future deliveries are planned, 
what new facilities art’ required, and 
what the Congress requires. 

These factors represent an aggregation of the views of those we inter- 
viewed; they are note meant t,o suggest a systematic process in force mix 
decision-making. 

Army officials stated that it is very hard for those not involved in the 
process to see how force mix decisions are made; there is little written 
guidance on the subject, and there is little documentation. These offi- 
cials indicated that each decision can be unique in terms of the variables 
involved; decisions flow from the informal give-and-take among persons 
involved in meetings and conferences related to the TM process. Thus, 
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Chapter 3 
Force Mix Decisions and Rrcrnt Budget Cuts 
Show a Lack of Consensus on Criteria 
for Decision-Making 

which there is inadequate funding or requirements for which capabili- 
ties can bc quickly acquired when needed. These decisions involved sev- 
eral months of deliberations, with differences in philosophy between the 
active force and tht reserve components over the desirability of having 
structure in the reserves, even if it is not fully resourced. The reserve 
components have favored partially resourced structure, as a basis for 
future expansion to meet operational requirements. The decisions 
reached were based on a number of factors, including an examination of 
the contribution of the units to war-fighting needs and an assessment of 
whether the unit requirements were still valid and of how long they 
would remain valid. The decisions reached involved trade-offs within 
the reserve structure, not trade-offs between the active and reserve 
forces. 

Various Air Force 
Decision Criteria 
Identified but Not 
Formalized 

~~__ 
We found more written on the subject of force mix decision-making in 
the Air Force than WC did in the other services. However, none of the 
criteria have been formally adopted by the Air Force for use on an ongo- 
ing basis. Further, the multilayered nature of the biennial decision- 
making process and limited available documentation restricted our abil- 
ity to assess the USC of’ specific criteria in making decisions. 

DOD and congressional interest in force mix issues from 1983 to 1984 
fostered efforts within the Air Force to define criteria applicable to 
force mix decisions. Consequently, several documents prepared during 
that time described f;rctors important to force mix decisions. However, 
the criteria were not given any degree of permanence: they were not 
incorporated into a rclgulation or circular, and generally these criteria 
were not known to Air Force officials we spoke with, including some 
current participants on t,hr Board. 

One of the most authoritative Air Force sources of force mix criteria 
was a paper on the actlvcjreserve force mix developed in 1984 at the 
request of the Chief’ of Staff. as part of a plan to request increases in 
active end strength in fiscal year 1985. Factors cited in the 1984 Air 
Force criteria paper as affecting the use of reserve components included 

. determining whethtlr functions required full- or part-time personnel, 
* deciding whether demographic factors were conducive to recruiting 

rcscrvists, 
. attempting to rccrtlit 70 percent of reservists from a pool of previously 

trained and expericbnrc,ti ;rc*tive duty personnel, and 
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Chapter 3 
Force Mix Decisions and Recent Budget Cuts 
Show a Lark of Consrnsus on Criteria 
for DecisiomMaking 

Another Air Force paper on force mix decision-making, prepared in 
1984, focused on many of the criteria identified above and provided a 
discussion of the application of these criteria to four Air Force mission 
areas. IIowever. this paper, too. has not gained wide circulation or use. 

Air Force officials provided somewhat differing views on factors they 
deemed import,ant in those decisions; a consensus did not seem to exist. 
One official told us that the criteria developed in 1984 were not always 
known or applied and that these criteria appeared to have been infor- 
mally handed down. Other officials told us that. force mix decisions were 
driven by particular circumstances; no formalized criteria exist to guide 
force mix decisions; and any criteria that one might find are designed to 
justify what is already in place. An official who serves as a panel chair 
within the decision-making corporate board structure emphasized the 
situational nature of force mix issues. Another panel chair said that he 
did not. want his hands t,ied by definitive criteria. 

During an Air Force briefing given to DOD in the spring of 1988, officials 
noted that an Air Reserve Force Policy Committee had convened a spe- 
cial subcommittee to review and validate the current force mix decision 
process and to conduct a study of mission requirements and force mix. 
On the basis of the work of this study group, the Acting Secretary of the 
Air Force approved a study report containing updated criteria for force 
mix decision-making in April 1989. However, it is unclear to what extent 
these criteria will bc formally adopted as a dirrct,ive ensuring their con- 
tinued visibility and ust’. 

___~ __ ~~~--__ 

Recent Budget Cut A recent budget reduction effort affecting the Air Force demonstrated 

Demonstrated a Lack of the lack of consensus concerning force mix criteria and their application. 

Consensus on Decision In fiscal year 1988. t,he Air Force, to meet a mandated budget cut, made 

Criteria 
plans to reduce two active tactical fighter wings and to reduce the 
number of primary authorized aircraft from 24 to 18 in individual 
reserve fighter squadrons. Several officials told us that the prevailing 
view was that the active and reserve forces had grown together and 
therefore should bc taken down together. However, these officials 
expressed disagrecrnctnt with this view, believing that the decision to 
reduce the numb(,r of aircraft in the reserve squadrons did not recognize 
that the Air National Guard and the Air Reserve could perform the mis- 
sion at less cost, w?thout a degradat.ion of capability. These officials 
believed, therefore, that the reserve components should not have been 
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Chapter 3 
Furce Mix Decisions and Recent Budget Cuts 
Show a Lack of Consensus on Criteria 
for Decision-Making 

Marine Corps Has 
Generalized Force Mix 
Criteria but 
Recognizes the 
Importance of Reserve 
Availability 

We were able to document instances in which new proposals to increase 
the roles of the Reserves had been evaluated for cost-effectiveness and 
the geographical availability of trainable manpower. For example, in 
February 1985, the Center for Naval Analysis published a study 
addressing the cost and manpower availability of helicopter combat- 
support units, aerial mine countermeasure squadrons, and land-based 
tanker units.” Data provided us on the study did not indicate the extent 
to which these proposals or any others had been evaluated to determine 
the impact on force availability of shifting such functions to the 
reserves during peacetime contingencies. Conversely, Navy officials told 
us that the Navy had not conducted an aggregate analysis to determine 
its ability to respond to contingencies and commitments short of a 
Reserve call-up. 

While the Marine Corps does not have formal, written criteria for mak- 
ing force mix decisions, officials did describe general factors important 
to those decisions. Force mix decisions are the result of deliberations 
among different committees and staffs within the Corps’ decision- 
making structure, but little documentation exists to indicate the basis 
for particular decisions or to provide a frame of reference for future 
decisionmakers. We were told that force mix decisions were based on 
military judgment and included the consideration of such factors as cost, 
peacetime operational requirements, forward deployment requirements, 
force projections, and to a lesser ext,ent reserve accessions and rota- 
tional base needs. 

The Marine Corps stated that its mission requires it to be forward- 
deployed and able to provide rapidly deployable forces to areas of 
potential conflict. Thus, the Marine Corps believes that the capability to 
carry out these missions must reside primarily in its active force. Fur- 
ther, it seeks to maintain a rotational base providing alternating assign- 
ments for its forward-deployed units. The Corps’ perspective is that 
certain skills can best be obtained while personnel are on active duty 
and that these trained personnel provide an important resource pool for 
reservists. Additionally. the numbers and types of reserve units that can 
be fielded to meet requirements are dependent on the Reserve’s ability 
to recruit personnel with appropriate skills within given geographical 
areas. 

‘Analysis of Geography Manpowrr :\vailability and Costs for l%cal Year 19% Actwe/Keseme Mix 
Iitiatnw. February 22, 1985 
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Force Mix Decisions and Recent Budget Cuts 
Show a Lack of Consensus on Criteria 
for Decision-Making 

DOD agreed with our recommendation and indicated that it was working 
toward developing force mix guidance. In December 1988, DOD circulated 
for informal review a draft Total Force Policy, in an attempt to fill what 
an official referred to as a “policy vacuum” caused by the absence of 
formal guidance. In March and subsequently in August 1989, DOD issued 
for formal review and comment drafts of its policy document. It outlines 
roles and responsibilities of various DOD offices under the Total Force 
concept. The August draft policy provides some broad guidance for 
force mix decision-making and calls for developing standardized criteria 
and methodologies for assessing alternative force mixes. However, it 
does not stipulate a timetable for developing that guidance. As of 
August 1989, the initial policy guidance was still under development 
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), and according to one 
official, it was still several months away from being finalized. 

Conclusions Decisions concerning the roles and missions to be assigned to reserve 
components are largely decided by the individual military services. 
Within the Army, force mix decisions represent efforts to minimize the 
negative consequences of making needed force structure changes. In the 
past, a capped active end strength resulted in much growth in the 
Army’s reserve components. More recently, the decreased growth 
planned in the reserve components has required the Army to rethink 
planned changes in its reserve forces. In addition, it has caused some 
debate over the desirability of having unit structures in the reserves 
even if they cannot be fully resourced. The active and reserve leader- 
ship have differing views on this issue. 

Events surrounding a recent Air Force budget reduction effort also point 
out the lack of consensus between Air Force active and reserve officials 
concerning force mix issues and point to a lack of clear, consistent crite- 
ria for decision-making. While the Kavy cites some general criteria gov- 
erning force mix decisions, it is difficult to see how well these criteria 
are followed. 

Overall, criteria for making force mix decisions are mostly informal, 
arising within the context of broader decision-making processes that, 
due to their nature, are not likely to be well documented. The lack of 
agreement on criteria suggests the need for a greater focus on criteria to 
provide a framework for force mix decision-making, DOD is moving in 
this direction. 

Page 33 GAO/NSIAD-SO-26 Force Mix 



Chapter 4 

Periodic Review of Force Mix Needed to Assess 
the Effects of Cumulative Changes on War- 
Fighting Capabilities 

Force mix decision processes for all the services recognize to some 
extent the importance of planning for contingencies for which the 
reserves are not mobilized. However, since a large percentage of certain 
capabilities are in the reserves and the emphasis is on structuring forces 
for large-scale warfare scenarios that presume mobilization of the 
reserves, it does not appear that the services have given adequate atten- 
tion to how their increased reliance on reserve components might ham- 
per operations for contingencies in which reserves are not mobilized or 
mobilization is delayed. Force mix changes occur incrementally with 
marginal rather than wholesale changes being made to force structure at 
any one time. As a result of these incremental changes, each of the mili- 
tary services now has important capabilities largely or exclusively in its 
reserve components and thus assumes varying degrees of risk in contin- 
gencies in which reserve call-up or mobilization is delayed or does not 
occur. Periodic assessments are not routinely made concerning the 
impact of these cumulative changes on war-fighting capabilities. 

DOD’S draft Total Force Policy recognizes the importance of planning for 
non-mobilization contingencies and calls for periodically reviewing the 
mix of active and reserve forces, 

Army Reserve Of all the services, the Army relies the most on its reserves, assigning 

Components Are Vital 
them not only combat missions but also most of its support missions. 
Th A- e I my relies on National Guard and Reserve units to “round out” 

to Meeting Early some active component units and to deploy at the same time as the 

Support Requirements active Army units or shortly thereafter. For instance, a division may 
only have two of three brigades active in peacetime with the third bri- 
gade in the National Guard and expected to be activated when needed. 

Of the units scheduled to deploy to Europe in the event of a conflict, 
reserve forces represent about 63 percent of the combat units, 80 per- 
cent of the combat-support units, and 81 percent of the combat service- 
support units. Many of these units have deployment dates that rival 
those of the active components. lJnless the Army is able to call on these 
reserve forces, it must reconfigure its active force units to meet opera- 
tional needs. For example, conventional ammunition companies-now 
largely in the reserves--are needed to store, transport, and issue ammu- 
nition to combat forces. Without these ammunition companies, other 
active forces will havcb to be redirected from other duties to fill this 
need. 
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Periodic Review of Form= Mix Needed to 
Assess the Effects of Cumulative Changes on 
War-Fighting Capabilities 

extent to which this could be done and for how long are not clear. We 
found no studies that support such a detcrminat,ion. 

On the other hand, the Air Force response to an OSD draft study indi- 
cates that the Air Force may have some concerns about its dependence 
on reserves for non-mobilization contingencies. The Conference Report 
to the fiscal year 1989 Defense authorization legislation directed that 
DOD determine how the Air Force could achieve savings by moving more 
aircraft into the resrrvo components. The draft DOD study proposed var- 
ious options to transfer forces to the reserve components and to close 
Air Force bases.” A February 1989 memo from the Acting Secretary of 
the Air Force to the Secretary of Defense expressed concern over the 
study’s approach and cited perceived shortcomings of the report, includ- 
ing the view that it t’ailed to address how locking up more capability in 
thr resclrve components would affect the Air Force’s ability to deal with 
contingencies not involving reserve call-up. The final report, completed 
in May 1989, contained no proposals for transferring forces or aircraft 
to the reserve compont3nts beyond those already planned and 
programmed. 

Navy Now Expressing Our review of the Navy’s Total Force reports submitted to the Congress 

Concern About 
shows an evolution of thinking on the subject of Reserve availability. 
Tht Navy’s 1984 Total Force report assumes that Reserve call-ups 

Non-Mobilization would occur in future conflicts; the two most recent reports anticipate 

Contingencies potential difficulties when call-ups do not occur.1 The Total Force report 
for fiscal year 1990 strongly highlights the problems involved in having 
a large percentage of Savy capabilities in its reserve component where 
they would not be available without mobilization.’ The Navy recently 
reduced its planned rulmbcr of reserve mine warfare ships by assigning 
t’ivrl new ships, previously slated for the Reserve, to the active compo- 
nent. This change of plans follows the lack of a sufficient number of 
available ships in the: a(*1 ivc force for Persian Gulf operations in 1987. 

By assigning significant amounts of force capabilities to its reserve com- 
ponent,, the Pjavy ass~~mcs some degree of risk that these capabilities 
may be needed to mrlct opcarational commitments but not be available 
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Periodic Review of Force Mix i%eeded to 
Assess the Effects of Cumulative Changes on 
War-Fighting Capabilities 

The Kavy’s fiscal year 1990 Total Force report also places emphasis on 
mission exclusivity. Although, as already noted, the Navy’s fiscal year 
1989 Total Force report cited four mission areas of concern, at the time 
of our review the only changes made had to do with retaining additional 
minesweeper ship capability in the active force. The 1990 report notes a 
Navy dilemma regarding the heavy concentrations of capabilities in the 
Reserve. It states that 

“in crisis situations short of mobilization, those assets aw not rradil) av;r&rblt~ t’ot 
operational employment. Savy is left to rely on volunteer I<escrrists. as was dew 
wth the frigates and minrswwpers deployed to the Persian Gulf. to meet contul- 
gency requirements. This 1s a tenuous situation at best. and maktls plauung for ttw 
use of Naval Reserve forces for short-fuzed contingency opcrat ions almost Impossl- 
blr; this at a t,ime when tht, probability of periodic 1T.S. involvcmcnt in wntingw~y. 
crisis-response situatiow around the globe apprars high.“” 

Marine Corps Focusing 
on Non-Mobilization 
Contingencies but May 
Be Dependent on Navy 
Reserves for 
Deployment 

The Marine Corps has undertaken efforts to strengthen its ability to 
deploy and meet contingencies involving low-intensity conflict without 
relying on its reserve component. At the same time, however, it is deprn- 
dent on the Navy for deployment and support, with much of that capa- 
bility in the Naval Reserve. On the basis of an initiative of the Marine 
Corps Commandant, the Corps reviewed its active force capabilities in 
1988 and is revising some of the missions it has placed in both the active 
and reserve forces. This effort responds to the now generally accepted 
higher probability that future conflicts will be of low- to mid-intensity 
and involve third-world countries rather than large-scale NATO-centered 
warfare.“’ For example. three active infantry battalions in the active 
force have been deactivated in order to increase the active manning of 
the remaining battalions. Portions of some capabilities, such as bulk fuel 
capability and general support for artillery units, are being moved out ot 
the active force and placed in the Reserve; the Corps believes that these 
capabilities are more likely to be required for higher intensity contingcn- 
ties that would involve mobilization. Marine officials told us that. the 
goal in restructuring thta force was to permit the equivalent of tu’o 
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Agency Comments and 
Our Evaluation 

assessments by the services regarding this issue was recently high- 
lighted by the Navy’s experience in the Persian Gulf and the Army’s 
recent examination of its capabilities without relying on its reserves. 
Historically, for political and foreign policy reasons, the United States 
has been reluctant to call up its reserve components. This reluctance 
could create a dilemma when key capabilities are all or nearly all in the 
reserves. Our work indicates the importance of planning for non- 
mobilization contingencies and for periodically reviewing the degree of 
reliance on reserve forces. We believe that OSD'S treatment of these 
issues in its draft policy guidance is an important step in addressing 
what an OSD official described as a “policy vacuum.” 

If future cuts in force structure occur, there could be an even greater 
reliance on reserve components. Thus, it becomes even more important 
to have a policy that provides guidance on maintaining an active force 
capability to respond to contingencies for which mobilization may not be 
desirable or may be delayed. 

DOD concurred with our findings concerning the degree of the services’ 
dependence on their reserves and the need to periodically assess the 
cumulative effects of force mix changes on war-fighting capabilities. 
However, it disagreed that the Air Force and the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense had disagreed over a draft report to the Congress on the use 
of the reserves, which was prepared in response to fiscal year 1989 
Defense authorization legislation. DOD stated that the draft, prepared by 
an official in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, did not represent 
DOD'S official position and that the actual final report reflected no disa- 
greement between the Air Force and DOD. We recognize that the draft 
report might not have represented the official view of the Department 
and that the final report showed DOD and the Air Force in agreement. We 
believe, though, that the Air Force’s concerns over the original draft 
illustrated the difficulty of articulating a clear policy on force mix 
issues. 
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Appendix II 

Active/Reserve End Strength 
for FiscaJ. Years 1980 to 1988 

In thousands 

Component 

Active 

Army 

Air Force 

Marine Corps 188 

Fiscal year 
1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

781 780 780 780 781 781 781 772 

570 583 592 597 ~602 608 607 576 

529 542 558 565 571 581 587 593 
191 192 194 196 198 199 zoo 197 

Total 2,040 2,071 2,097 2,123 2,138 2,151 2,169 2,174 2,138 

Selected Reserve 

Army Nattonal 
Guard 367 389 408 

Army Reserve 213 232 257 

Air NatIonal Guard 96 98 101 

Air Force Reserve 6C 62 64 

Naval Reserve 97 98 105 

Manne Corps 
Reserve 36 37 40 

417 

266 

102 

67 

109 

434 440 446 452 455 

275 292 310 314 313 

105 109 113 115 115 

70 75 79 80 82 

43 

121 130 142 148 149 

41 42 42 42 44 

Total 869 917 975 1,005 1,046 1,088 1,130 1,151 1.158 

Note Numbers reflect totals at thf’ end of each fiscal year and may not add to totals due to raundlng 

jource Secretary of Defenw , AIIIWI Report to Ihe Congress Fiscal Year 1990 
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Comments From the Department of Defense 

2 

The detailed DOD comments on the report findings are pro- 
vided in the enclosure. The Department appreciates the opportu- 
nity to review and comment on this draft report. 

Sincerely, 

9 a.&# dL.ibm- 
David"J. Berteau 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Resource Management & Support) 

Enclosure: 
As Stated 
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Comments From the Department of Defense 

FINDING B: Growth of Reserve Components. The GAO observed 
that, in recent years, Reserve components have become an 
increasingly larger part of the Military Services' total 
force. The GAO noted that, from FY 1980 through FY 1988, 
Selected Reserve units grew by 289,000 persons--with most of 
this increase occurring in the Army. 

The GAO found that the Army has increasingly relied on Its 
Reserve components for growth in its force structure. 
According to the GAO, the Army's Selected Reserve components, 
which grew by 188,000 personnel from FY 1980 through FY 1988, 
now equal the size of the Active Force. The GAO estimated 
that the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve provide 
one-half of the Army's combat-support and about two-thirds of 
the Army's support capabilities. 

The GAO indicated that the Air Force Reserve components (made 
up of the Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve) now 
comprise 25 percent of the total force--up 4 percent from 
FY 1980. The GAO pointed out that, after several years of 
growth, the end strength of the Active Force has declined 
since FY 1987, with the FY 1988 end strength only 3 percent 
greater than FY 1980. The GAO explained that the Air Force 
Reserve components play a large role in the total force. 
According to the GAO, the Air National Guard performs 
primarily a combat role with some support missions, while the 
Air Force Reserve performs mostly support missions. The GAO 
explained that the Air Force Reserve components provide 
(1) nearly all United States-based air interceptor 
capability, (2) over half of the airlift capability that 
would be needed in wartime, and (3) a majority of the 
Military Service communications and combat engineering 
capabilities. 

The GAO observed that the Navy experienced much growth in 
both its Active and Reserve components between FY 1980 and 
FY 1988--as it expanded toward its goal of a 600-ship fleet. 
The GAO estimated that the Naval Reserve currently comprises 
20 percent of the Total Force. According to the GAO, the 
Navy's reliance on its Reserve Force has grown in recent 
years. The GAO pointed out that the Navy has historically 
had comparatively fewer Reserves than the other Services, due 
to the proportionately greater forward deployment 
requirements of its maritime strategy. The GAO explained 
that, while still a small part of the Navy's total force, the 
Naval Reserve grew by 54 percent between FY 1980 and FY 1988. 
The GAO also indicated that, during this time, the Active 
force end strength grew by 15 percent. 
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See pp 2~5 and 18-20 

The GAO found that the Army has increasingly relied on its 
Reserve components for growth in its force structure. 
According to the GAO, the Army's decision to rely 
increasingly on its Reserves is largely driven by three 
factors as follows: 

-an early 1980s self-imposed cap on active end 
strength to contain costs while providing for 
equipment and modernization needs; 

-a decision in the 1970s to concentrate combat 
capabilities in its active forces and support 
capabilities in its reserves; and 

-Defense guidance that calls for planning to fight a 
large-scale war that assumes reserve mobilization. 

The GAO concluded that (1) the Army's decision to essentially 
cap the growth of its Active Force at around 780,000 
personnel and (2) the direction provided by Defense guidance 
required that any force structure expansion take place within 
its Reserve components. According to the GAO, decisions to 
assign missions to the Guard and Reserves are by-products of 
broader force structure decisions--with changes in Reserve 
components' roles and missions occurring on an incremental 
basis with marginal rather than wholesale changes. 

The GAO further pointed out that, since changes to force mix 
can take several years to implement, it is difficult to 
gather complete information concerning all factors in these 
decisions. The GAO referenced comments by Army officials 
that, since the advent of the biennial budget process 
starting with FY 1988, they have been able to put in place 
processes for reviewing the status of prior analysis 
decisions to see whether they still make sense and to make 
adjustments as needed. (PP. 3-6, PP. 24-27/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Partially concur. It must be pointed out that 
the assigning of missions to the Reserve Components is an 
integral part of the Total Army Analysis process and not a 
by-product. For purposes of clarification, in the discussion 
of the three factors that have driven the Army to increased 
reliance upon the Reserve Components, it should be noted that 
the decision to concentrate combat capability in the Active 
Component was one based upon the deterrent value of combat 
forces. The Army National Guard has a significant percentage 
of combat forces, while the Army Reserve provides the bulk of 
combat service support. 
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the GAO, the Navy budgeting process is conducted through an 
iterative review of war-fighting needs--with a key ingredient 
in the initial programming efforts being a series of 
assessments and summary appraisals performed annually for key 
functional and warfare areas, such as readiness and 
antisubmarine warfare. The GAO observed that these 
appraisals include a review of force structure-related issues 
and problems on which decisions will be made shaping the 
future force structure. 

The GAO stated that the appraisals of war-fighting needs 
provide basic building blocks in the programming process and 
it is within this process that Naval force mix changes are 
evaluated. The GAO explained that the principal products 
derived from this process are requirements for manpower in 
the active Navy and for full-time ship manning. The GAO 
concluded that, because of this emphasis, decisions to change 
Reserve manning and force mix become secondary. 

According to the GAO, the Navy described force mix changes 
(such as the increased reliance on the Reserves) as resulting 
primarily from fiscal constraints and ensuing congressional 
concern over the growth of the Active Force. The GAO 
referred to the Navy's establishment of a flag rank officer 
to serve as the "Total Force Advocate"--who plays a role 
throughout the force programming process. The GAO noted, 
however, that the "Total Force Advocate" does not make force 
mix decisions, but rather participates in deliberations that 
may lead to changes in force mix. (PP. 3-6, pp. 29-31/GAO 
Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Concur. The Navy has been responsive to 
congressional concerns t 1 balance the growth of its Active 
and Reserve forces and has taken steps in the planning, 
programming, and budgetlng process to ensure that its goal of 
a balanced force is met--that is, an Active Duty force sized 
to meet normal peacetime requirements, reinforced by a 
Reserve component trained and equipped to make up the 
difference between peacetime and wartime requirements. The 
existence of the Total Fierce Advocate and his participation 
in the force programming process is testimony to the degree 
of importance that the Navy has placed upon this critical 
facet of force developmerst. 

FINDING F: The Marine Cimrps Reserves Experience Relatively 
Few Changes. The GAO observed that, while the Marine Corps 
Reserves has undergone relatively few changes compared to the 
Reserves of the other Services, changes in its force mix-- 
like changes in the other Services--have normally occurred 
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See pp 3-4 and 25-27 

See comment 2 

-what new facilities are required; and 

-what the Congress requires. 

The GAO described statements by Army officials to the effect 
that (1) it is very hard for those not involved in the 
process to see how force mix decisions are made, (2) there is 
little written guidance on the subject, and (3) there is 
little documentation. The GAO further learned that force mix 
decisions are also driven by the Army's preference for combat 
over support forces in the Active component--the Army argues 
that combat rather than support capability provides greater 
deterrence. 

The GAO concluded that, within the Army, force mix decisions 
represent efforts to minimize the negative consequences of 
making needed force structure changes. The GAO noted that, 
in the past, a capped Active end strength resulted in much 
growth in the Army Reserve components. The GAO explained 
that, more recently, the decreased growth planned in the 
Reserve components has required the Army to rethink planned 
changes in its Reserve Forces. The GAO further noted that 
the recent decreased growth has caused some debate over the 
desirability of having unit structures in the Reserves even 
if they cannot be fully resourced--with no agreement on this 
issue between the Active and Reserve leadership. (PP. 3-6, 
PP. 33-36, p. 45/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Partially concur. The conclusion that force 
mix decisions represent efforts to minimize the negative 
consequences of making needed force structure changes is 
incomplete. Force structure decisions are made with the 
intent of providing maximum support to the warfighting 
Commanders in Chief, within recognized constraints. An 
important consideration within the decision-making process is 
the minimization of adverse impact upon the Army. 

FINDING H: Various Air Force Decision Criteria Identified 
but Not Formalized. The GAO found more written on the 
subject of force mix decision-making in the Air Force than in 
the other Services. The GAO pointed out, however, that none 
of the criteria have been formally adopted by the Air Force 
for use on an ongoing basis. The GAO further found that the 
multilayered nature of the biennial decision-making process 
and limited availability of documentation restricted its 
ability to assess the use of specific criteria in making 
decisions. 

According to the GAO, from FY 1983 to FY 1984, the Department 
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absolute, but that maintaining the readiness of all forces 
and sustaining the Active Force were of primary importance 
because readiness represented operational, or war-fighting, 
capability and force sustainment was necessary to maintain an 
adequate number of experienced people in both operational and 
managerial positions. 

The GAO found that Air Force officials provided somewhat 
differing views on factors they deemed important in those 
decisions--according to the GAO, a consensus did not seem to 
exist. The GAO referred to one Air Force official's 
statement that the criteria developed in 1984 were not always 
known or applied and that these criteria appeared to have 
been informally handed down. The GAO further referenced 
other officials, who stated that (1) force mix decisions were 
driven by particular circumstances, (2) no formalized 
criteria exist to guide force mix decisions, and (3) any 
criteria that one might find are designed to justify what is 
already in place. 

The GAO identified an Air Force briefing given to the DOD in 
the Spring of 1988, in which Air Force officials noted that 
an Air Reserve Force Policy Committee had convened a special 
subcommittee to review and validate the current force mix 
decision process and to conduct a study of mission 
requirements and force mix. The GAO noted that the 
subcommittee had not yet produced a written report and that 
Air Force officials told them that the subcommittee was 
unlikely to do so. 

The GAO concluded that events surrounding recent Air Force 
studies (I) expose the lack of consensus between Active and 
Reserve officials concerning force mix issues and (2) point 
to a lack of clear, consistent criteria for decision-making. 
(pp. 3-6, pp. 36-40, pp. 4546/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Partially concur. The written report 
referenced by the GAO was completed subsequent to the GAO on 
site audit work and was approved by the Acting Secretary of 
the Air Force on April 21, 1989. The report reflects an 
update of the 1984 Total Force Mix criteria to provide the 
framework for use during force structure deliberations. 
Consensus on force structure policy options is reached 
between Active and Air Reserve Components in the corporate 
Air Force decision-making process (i.e., Air Force Board 
Structure). Application of adopted force mix criteria is 
dynamic and dependent on the force structure issue being 
addressed. 
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See comment 3 

See pp 4 and 31-32 

in several editions of the Navy‘s Total Force Report to 
congress. 

FINDING J: Marine Corps Force Mix Criteria Are Limited To a 
Few General Factors. The GAO observed that, while the Marine 
Corps does not have formal, written criteria for making force 
mix decisions, officials did describe some general factors 
important to decisions. The GAO explained that force mix 
decisions are the result of deliberations among different 
committees and staffs--but found that little documentation 
exists (1) to indicate the basis for particular decisions, 
(2) to support the thoroughness of the process, or (3) to 
provide a frame of reference for future decision-makers. 
According to the GAO, Marine Corps force mix decisions were 
based on military judgement and included the consideration of 
factors such as the following: 

-cost; 

-peacetime operational requirements; 

-forward deployment requirements; 

-force projections; and 

-to lesser extent, Reserve accessions and rotational 
base needs. 

The GAO indicated the Marine Corps stated that its mission 
requires it to be forward-deployed and able to provide 
rapidly deployable forces to areas of potential conflict. 
The GAO concluded that the Marine Corps, therefore, believes 
that the capability to carry out these missions must reside 
primarily in its Active Force. The GAO also found that the 
Corps seeks to maintain a rotational base, providing 
alternating assignments for its forward-deployed units. The 
GAO noted that the Corps perspective is that certain skills 
can best be obtained while personnel are on active duty and 
that these trained personnel provide an important resource 
pool for Reservists. The GAO pointed out that the numbers 
and types of Reserve units are dependent on the Reserve's 
ability to recruit personnel with appropriate skills within a 
given geographical area. (PP. 3-6, PP. 42-43/GAO Draft 
Report) 

DOD POSITION: Partially concur. The numbers and types of 
Reserve units is based upon the needs of the Fleet Marine 
Corps Commanders who provide Marine forces to the warfighting 
Commanders in Chief. The location for these units requires 
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See pp 5 and 32-33 

See comment 4. 

concluded that the lack of agreement on criteria (evidenced 
by events in some Services) suggests the need for a greater 
focus on criteria to provide a framework for force mix 
decision-making. The GAO acknowledged that the Department is 
trying to move in this direction. (pp. 3-6, pp. 43-46/GAO 
Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Partially concur. Concerning the comment about 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense draft policy, it is 
not entirely accurate to say that the current draft Directive 
(dated August 2) "does not itself provide guidance for force 
mix decision-making." Based on written and oral comments, 
the draft Directive has been updated to provide broad 
decision rules for when to plan to use Active or Reserve 
component units and personnel. Additionally, a list of 
criteria to consider in making Active/Reserve mix decisions 
is provided. Still, the Department recognizes that more work 
is needed to develop the analytic tools to assist in making 
these trade-off decisions. An update on the coordination of 
the Directive itself is in order. The Directive, as stated 
above, has been updated. The Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Force Management and Personnel) is 
currently briefing senior level officials within the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff in order to 
gain support and consensus prior to sending the Directive out 
for final coordination. 

FINDING L: Army Reserve Components Are Vital To Meeting 
Early Support Requirements. The GAC observed that the Army 
relies the most on its Reserves--assigning them not only 
combat missions, but also most of its support missions. The 
GAO explained that the Army relies on the National Guard and 
the Reserve units to "round out" some Active component units 
and to deploy at the same time as the Active Army units or 
shortly thereafter. 

The GAO pointed out that of the units scheduled to deploy to 
Europe in the event of a conflict, the Reserve forces 
represent about (1) 63 percent of the combat units, 
(2) 80 percent of the combat-support units, and 
(3) 81 percent of the combat service-support units. The GAO 
found that many of these Reserve units have deployment dates 
that rival those of the Active components. The GAO concluded 
that, unless the Army is able to call on these Reserve 
Forces, it must reconfigure its Active Force units to meet 
operational needs. 

- 
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See comment 5 

including the view that it failed to address how locking up 
more capability in the Reserve components would impact the 
Air Force ability to deal with contingencies not involving 
Reserve call-up. The GAO concluded that this lack of 
resolution further illustrates a lack of agreement between 
the OSD and the Air Force on what capabilities might be 
needed for contingencies, for which a Reserve call-up might 
be delayed or might not occur at all. (pp. 6-7, pp.49-50/ 
GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Partially concur. While the facts presented 
in this finding are essentially correct, the conclusion drawn 
by the GAO (citing a lack of agreement between the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense and the Air Force) is not. The 
cited DOD draft study did not represent the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense position; that position, as reflected in 
the May 1989 report to the Congress, reflects no disagreement 
between the Air Force and Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

FINDING N: Navy Now Expressing Concern About Nonmobilization 
Contingencies. The GAO reviewed the Navy's Total Force 
reports submitted to the Congress and found an evolution of 
thinking on the subject of Reserve availability. The GAO 
observed that the Navv's 1984 Total Force reoort assumes that 
Reserve call-ups woul; occur in future confl\cts--but the two 
most recent reports anticipate potential difficulties when 
call-ups do not occur. The GAO pointed out that the Total 
Force report for FY 1990 strongly highlights the problems 
involved in having a large percentage of Navy capabilities in 
its Reserve components, where they would not be available 
without mobilization. The GAO noted that the Navy recently 
reduced its planned number of Reserve mine warfare ships by 
assigning five new ships to the active component--ships that 
were previously slated for the Reserve. The GAO stated that 
this change of plans follows the lack of a sufficient number 
of available ships in the Active Force for the 1987 Persian 
Gulf operation. 

The GAO emphasized that, by assigning significant amounts of 
force capabilities to its Reserve component, the Navy assumes 
some degree of risk that these capabilities may be needed to 
meet operational commitments, but not be available without 
mobilization. According to the GAO, concerns about the 
availability of the Reserves were realized in 1987, when 
minesweeper ships were needed for Persian Gulf operation and 
only two were available for deployment from the Active Force. 
The GAO noted that, while five minesweepers were sent from 
the Naval Reserve, they were 90 percent manned by Active Duty 

J - 
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adversely affect the operational requirements of another and 
(2) in prompting any needed adjustments in force structure, 
based on periodic reassessment of the mix of active and 
reserve forces. (pp. 6-7, pp. 53-55/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Concur. These missions that the Marine Corps 
is dependent upon the Navy for are employment (off-loading) 
missions. The Marine Corps can deploy two Marine 
Expeditionary Forces through a combination of amphibious 
transports and the Maritime Prepositioning Force; it must, 
however, rely upon the Navy for adequate off-load forces to 
support operations. 

FINDING P: DOD Recognizes The Importance of Planning For 
Nonmobilization Contingencies. The GAO observed that in its 
project to develop guidance to assist in force mix decision- 
making, the DOD has recognized the importance of planning for 
nonmobilization contingencies. In this regard, the GAO 
pointed out that the draft DOD Total Force Policy calls for 
force planning to consider various levels of conflict in non- 
mobilization contingencies and varying degrees of Reserve 
activation. The GAO noted that the DOD draft also calls for 
a comprehensive review of the degree of reliance on Reserve 
Forces every 4 years. 

The GAO concluded that the issue of Reserve Force 
availability should be a fundamental pillar of force mix 
decision-making--and should not be used unilaterally to 
reject the increased reliance on Reserve Forces. The GAO 
further concluded that the issue of Reserve Force 
availability should, instead, be used to make balanced 
decisions considering threat, risk, and capabilities needed 
for contingencies in which Reserve call-up or mobilization 
may be delayed or does not occur. The GAO pointed out the 
importance of Defense guidance to ensure uniform and balanced 
assessments by the Military Services regarding this issue was 
recently highlighted by the Navy's experience in the Persian 
Gulf and the Army's recent examination of its capabilities 
without relying on its Reserves. (PP. 6-7, pp. 55-56/GAO 
Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Concur. 

* * * * * 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

0 None 
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Appendix III 
Comments From the Department of Defense 

The following are GAO’S comments on the Department of Defense’s letter 
dated October 16, 1989. 

GAO Comments 1. We have modified the report to clarify our discussion of the context 
of force mix decision-making. 

2. We have modified the report to clarify our discussion concerning min- 
imizing the adverse effects of force structure changes. 

3. We have modified the report to better reflect the criteria and nature 
of Marine Corps force structure decision-making. 

4. We have revised the report to reflect this updated information, 

5. We have revised the report to reflect the completion of DOD’s report to 
the Congress. 
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Seepp 4and37-39 I 

personnel. The GAO concluded that, since that time, the Navy 
seems to have become more concerned about placing mission 
capabilities largely in its Reserves. 

The GAO pointed to the Navy's FY 1989 Total Force report, 
which notes that "mission exclusivity" has created a problem 
when all or most of a particular capability resides in the 
Naval Reserve. Similarly, the GAO referred to the Navy's 
FY 1990 Total Force report, which also places emphasis on 
"mission exclusivity." (PP. 6-1, PP. 50-53/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Concur. The Navy has been, and continues to 
be, concerned about the availability of its Reserve forces 
for use in crisis/contingency response, short of 
mobilization. This issue has been highlighted by the Navy's 
leadership in several Total Force Reports to Congress as Well 
as during congressional hearings and remains a high priority 
matter which is addressed throughout the force development 
process. 

FINDING 0: Marine Corps Focusing On Nonmobilization 
Contingencies But May Be Dependent On Navy Reserves For 
Deployment. The GAO observed that the Marine Corps has 
undertaken efforts to strengthen its ability to deploy and 
meet contingencies involving low-intensity conflict without 
having to rely on its Reserve component. The GAO found, 
however, that the Marine Corps is dependent on the Navy for 
deployment and support--with much of that capability in the 
Naval Reserve. 

The GAO indicated that, in 1988, the Corps reviewed its 
Active Force capabilities and, as a result, is revising some 
of the missions it has placed in both the Active and Reserve 
Forces. According to the GAO, this effort responds to the 
now generally accepted higher probability that future 
conflicts will be of low- to mid-intensity and involve third- 
world countries--as opposed to a large-scale NATO-centered 
warfare. The GAO stated Marine officials indicated that the 
goal in restructuring the force is to permit the equivalent 
of two Marine Expeditionary Forces to be committed to a 
conflict without having to mobilize the Reserve. 

The GAO concluded that, while the Marine Corps hopes to be 
capable of quickly responding to contingencies without using 
its Reserve, its dependence on the Navy for certain functions 
could impede its ability to meet this goal. The GAO also 
concluded that increased OSD involvement in providing 
guidance and oversight could be important (1) in ensuring 
that limitations in the capabilities of one Service do not 
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See pp 4, and 35-36. 

The GAO pointed out that the importance of periodically 
examining the cumulative impact of force mix decisions is 
highlighted by a recent study mandated by the Army Chief of 
Staff. The GAO noted the Army Chief of Staff directed that a 
study by undertaken to determine whether a three-to-five- 
division contingency could be supported without calling up 
the Reserves. The GAO reported the study found that an 
operational contingency employing three to five Active Army 
divisions could be supported without Reserves but would 
require a redeployment of forces from other areas. The GAO 
noted that the Army concluded that the study showed how close 
to the margin the Army is in relying on its Reserve Forces. 
(PP. c-7, PP. 47-49/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Concur. 

FINDING M: The Extent of Air Force Capabilities In Non- 
Mobilization Contingencies is Unclear. The GAO observed 
that, in some mission assignments, the Air Force seems to 
have recognized the importance of maintaining a balance 
between its Active and Reserve forces, but the extent to 
which this recognition has shaped decisions is unclear. The 
GAO found that the Air Force 1984 Airlift Total Force Plan 
called for some of each aircraft type and no more than 
50 percent of any specific weapon system to be assigned to 
Reserve components. The GAO pointed out that, at that time, 
a large share of the Air Force's airlift capability was in 
the Reserve components. The GAO noted that the situation has 
not materially changed today--with 59 percent of the Air 
Force theater airlift capability in the Reserve components. 
According to the GAO, officials spoke with great confidence 
of the Air Force ability to meet nonmobilization 
contingencies with the Active Force, reinforced with 
Reservists who volunteer their services. 

The GAO also found, however, the Air Force response to an 
Office of the Secretary of Defense draft study indicates that 
the Air Force may, in fact, have some concerns about its 
dependence on Reservists for nonmobilization contingencies. 
The GAO indicated that the Conference Report to the FY 1989 
Defense authorization legislation directed that the DOD 
determine how the Air Force could achieve savings by moving 
more aircraft into the Reserve components. The GAO noted 
that the DOD draft study proposed various options to transfer 
forces to the Reserve components and to close Air Force 
bases. The GAO obtained a copy of a February 1989 memo from 
the then Acting Secretary of the Air Force to the Secretary 
of Defense, which expressed strong concern about the study 
approach and cited perceived shortcomings of the report-- 
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assessments of a recruiting base to support the unit within a 
specific geographical area. 

FINDING K: DOD Efforts To Develop Force Mix Policy. The GAO 
observed that, since 1983, the DOD has worked to develop 
coordinated policy guidance dealing with the issue of the 
Total Force and force mix decision-making. The GAO pointed 
out that, while a draft policy was issued for formal comment 
in March 1989, there is still some uncertainty about when the 
policy will be finalized and fully implemented. 

The GAO explained that, in a January 1983 memo, the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Reserve Affairs and 
Logistics noted that there was a problem in total force mix 
policy and criteria to help with decisions on force mix. The 
GAO also emphasized that congressional and DOD focus on force 
mix issues in 1983 and 1984 encouraged the Air Force and the 
Navy to specify some force mix criteria and to examine 
missions that might be assigned to reserve forces. The GAO 
found, however, that little was done within the individual 
Services or within the DOD to establish criteria or policy 
guidance to govern future decision-making. According to the 
GAO, the DOD neither elaborated on its Total Force Policy nor 
provided additional guidance concerning how force mix 
decisions should be made. In addition, the GAO advised that 
separate force mix guidance 1s also not provided by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

The GAO noted that, in a prior report l/, it recommended that 
the Department take steps to ensure the timely development of 
guidance on making force mix and mission assignment decisions 
to ensure the consistent consideration of relevant factors 
pertaining to these decisions. The GAO stated that, in March 
1989, the Department issued its draft policy document--which 
outlines roles and responsibilities of various DOD offices 
under the Total Force concept. The GAO found, however, that 
while the draft policy does not, itself, provide guidance for 
force mix decision-making, it does call for developing 
standard procedures and criteria for allocating and 
evaluating the Active and Reserve mix of military personnel. 

The GAO concluded that overall criteria for making force mix 
decisions are mostly informal, arising within the context of 
broader Service decision-making--which, due to its nature, is 
not likely to be well documented. The GAO further 

I/ GAO/NSIAD-89-27, "RESERVE COMPONENTS: Opportunities to 
Improve National Guard and Reserve Policies and Programs," 
dated November 17, 198P (OSD Case 7628) 

Pay? 5x GAO/NSIAD-90-26 Force Mix 



Appendix ID 
Comments From the Department of Defense 

See pp 30~31 

FINDING I: Navy Force Mix Criteria Identified but Not Easily 
Tracked. The GAO explained that, while the Navy has 
identified some criteria used in force mix decision-making, 
the extent to which these criteria are followed is not 
totally clear. The GAO found that the availability of 
Reservists seems to be gaining in importance as a factor in 
force mix decisions--but the extent to which this new 
emphasis will result in changes in strategy is not yet clear. 

The GAO noted that some Navy-developed criteria applicable to 
the availability of Reserve Forces had recently gained in 
importance. The GAO pointed out that, although the Navy's 
reliance on its Reserve Forces has grown some in recent 
years, the Navy has historically relied less on its Reserves 
than most of the other Services. The GAO explained that the 
Navy's basis for this practice is its maritime strategy, 
which stresses the extended forward deployment of a major 
portion of its fleet--with both ships and aircraft requiring 
primarily a full-time, readily available force. The GAO 
concluded that this strategy has limited the increase in the 
role of the Navy Reserves. 

The GAO identified Navy documents that indicate that force 
mix decisions focus on the interrelated criteria of 
readiness, demographics, and cost. The GAO explained that 
readiness depends on distribution of resources to ensure that 
transfers within the total force will not cause overall 
readiness to decline. The GAO learned that demographic 
considerations related to the availability, quality, and 
quantity of reservists at the places and times they will be 
needed. The GAO described the cost consideration as 
including the recognition that savings in transferring 
functions to the Reserve vary and do not automatically occur 
in the short term. The GAO further stated that savings may 
not be as great as anticipated due to added costs associated 
with the transfer--such as (1) the construction of new 
facilities, (2) the increase of shore maintenance support, 
and (3) high full-time manning requirements. 

The GAO concluded that, while the Navy cites some general 
criteria governing force mix decisions, it is difficult to 
see how well these criteria are followed. (pp. 3-6, 
PP. 40-42, p. 46/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Concur. The Navy has established general 
criteria for making force mix decisions, However, the 
complexity of the decision process still makes it difficult 
to reconstruct past decisions on a step-by-step basis. The 
criteria and the force mix decision logic have been explained 
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r 
and congressional interest in force mix issues fostered 
efforts within the Air Force to define criteria applicable to 
force mix decisions. The GAO found that, as a result of that 
effort, several documents prepared during that time described 
factors important to force mix decisions. The GAO pointed 
out, however, that the criteria were not given any degree of 
permanence--they were not incorporated into a regulation or 
circular and, generally, these criteria were not known to Air 
Force officials interviewed during the review. 

The GAO observed that one of the most authoritative Air Force 
sources of force mix criteria was a paper on the 
Active/Reserve force mix developed in 1984, at the request of 
the Chief of Staff--as part of a plan to request increases in 
active end strength in FY 1985. The GAO described the 
factors cited in the 1984 Air Force criteria affecting the 
use of Reserve components as including the following: 

-determining whether functions required full- or 
part-time personnel; 

-deciding whether demographic factors were conducive 
to recruiting Reservists; 

-attempting to recruit 70 percent of Reservists from 
a pool of previously trained and experienced Active 
Duty personnel; and 

-determining whether the activities needed to be 
performed exclusively overseas or involved 
extensive temporary duty that could be supported by 
rotation plans divided among several units. 

According to the GAO, the paper went on to cite factors 
affecting the responsibilities of the Active Force, thus also 
impacting on the Reserve components. The paper noted, for 
example, that the previous Air Force emphasis on implementing 
the Total Force policy and the large number of mission 
transfers to the Air Force Reserve components during the 
post-Vietnam reductions had now left minor adjustments to be 
made in major mission areas. 

The GAO explained that, in September 1984, the Air Force 
published what it termed a "Total Force Plan" for its airlift 
mission area. The GAO noted that this plan detailed a long- 
term effort to transfer aircraft to Reserve components and 
described how the Air Force had arrived at its force mix 
decisions in this area. The GAO stated that the airlift 
Total Force Plan stated that no single criterion was 

1 
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See pp 4and23 

during its programming and budgeting cycles. The GAO found 
that reviews of force structure and manning issues are 
conducted by various committees as part of the Department of 
the Navy's program planning and budgeting system process--and 
it is from these deliberations that recommendations are 
submitted to the Marine Corps Commandant. The GAO explained 
the force mix changes are based on the reevaluations of the 
force structure with due consideration of (1) the threat, 
(2) the war-fighting tactics, (3) the force modernization, 
and (4) the proposed funding levels. (pp. 3-6. pp. 31-33/GAO 
Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Concur. It should be pointed out that the 
evaluation of the threat includes a determination of the type 
and number of units required by the warfighting Commanders in 
Chief. That is true for all the Services, not just the 
Marine Corps. 

FINDING G: Circumstances Determine the Importance of 
Particular Criteria in Army Decision-Making. The GAO found 
that the Army cited the situational nature of force mix 
decisions and applicable criteria, although little was 
written on the subject. According to the GAO, the Army did 
provide insight into factors considered important to 
decisions affecting new or increased mission assignments to 
National Guard and Reserve components. The GAO identified 
these factors, as follows: 

-whether Reserve components are interested in the 
mission; 

-whether the mission is already in the Reserves; 

-what personnel strength projections and trends 
indicate; 

-whether the geographic locations required for 
Reserve units would affect the recruitment of 
persons for the mission; 

-what degree of readiness and quickness of deployment 
are required; 

-how personnel projections and trends affect 
Reservist training and skill qualifications levels; 

-what equipment distribution and future deliveries 
are planned; 
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Seepp 20~21 

FINDING D: Congressional Interest Prompts the Air Force to 
Increase the Role of the Reserves. The GAO observed that the 
forum throush which chanqes to the mix of Active and Reserve 
forces are formally considered within the Air Force is its 
corporate review body, the "Air Force Board Structure." The 
GAO describes this body as a forum through which senior Air 
Force officials apply their collective judgement and 
experience to major programs, objectives, and problems--and 
provide the decision-making framework for the Air Force 
planning, programming, and budgeting system. 

The GAO pointed out that the number of Reserve unit 
activations and conversions has been relatively stable in the 
Air Force, compared with the number occurring in the Army. 
The GAO found that, since the Air Force structure is 
primarily made up of wings of limited types of equipment 
(such as C-130 aircraft), rather than troop units (as in the 
Army), force mix decisions in the Air Force focus as much on 
the modernization and transfer of equipment to the Reserve 
components as they do on adding to or changing the basic 
missions of Reserve units. 

The GAO explained that congressional interest in increasing 
the role of Air Force Reservists has encouraged the Air Force 
to look at ways to expand the roles of the Reserves. 
According to the GAO, there was considerable congressional 
interest in Air Force Active/Reserve Force mix issues during 
FY 1983 and FY 1984. The GAO explained that this interest 
has fostered some broad efforts by the Air Force to identify 
missions or systems that could be transferred to the Reserve 
components. The GAO concluded, however, that the Air Force 
force mix changes are considered on an ad hoc basis and that 
they are secondary to regular force structure decisions. 
(pp. 3-6, pp. 27-29/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Partially concur. Just as with the Total Army 
Analysis process, the Air Force has integrated the force mix 
determination process Into its force development process-- 
i.e., the Air Force Board Structure. The Air Force Board 
Structure provides systematic, ongoing review of the Air 
Force ability to meet both peacetime and wartime requirements 
with all forces available regardless of which component the 
forces belong to (Active, Guard, Reserve). 

FINDING E: The Navy Responds to Congressional Concern in 
Balancing the Growth of Active and Reserve Forces. The GAO 
found that Navy force mix decisions are made within its 
planning, programming, and budgeting process. According to 
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See pp 2and9-15 

According to the GAO, the Marine Corps has the smallest 
Reserve component, with a FY 1988 end strength equal only to 
6 percent of the Army's Selected Reserve. The GAO indicated 
that the Marine Corps Seiected Reserve now equals 18 percent 
of its total force--up 2 percent from FY 1980. The GAO 
pointed out that the Marine Corps Selected Reserve grew by 
about 8,000 personnel during FY 1980 to FY 1988, slightly 
less than the growth of the active Marine Corps. The GAO 
learned that, in recent years, this growth in the Corps' 
Reserve component has resulted in some increased mission 
assignments and some additional Reserve units--but no 
significant shifts in reliance on the Reserve for mission 
capabilities. (PP. 2-3, pp. 13-21/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD POSITION: Concur. The term Air Force Reserve Components 
should be properly addressed as the Air Reserve Component, 
which is made up of the Air National Guard and the Air Force 
Reserve. Additionally, growth in the Naval Reserve has not 
been solely related to the expansion to a 600-ship fleet. 
Increases can also be attributed to (1) mobilization 
requirements directed by Defense Guidance to support the 
Commanders in Chief's warplans, (2) budget decisions, and 
(3) congressional direction. 

FINDING C: The Army's Increased Reliance on the Reserves Is 
influenced by a Capped Active End Strength. The GAO 
explained that chanses to the Armv's force structure occur 
through an elaborate process known as the "Total Army 
Analysis." The GAO observed that, within that process, 
incremental adjustments are made to Reserve component roles 
and mission as by-products of structuring the Active Force. 
The GAO learned that Force Program Reviews, conducted 
biennially as part of the analysis process, provide the basis 
for cyclically reexamlnlng the numbers and types of forces 
needed to support the Army's combat forces. The GAO pointed 
out that, although final decisions are made by the Army Chief 
of Staff, the review process leading to these decisions 
involves many organizdtL(ons, hundreds of persons, and 
thousands of staff-hours. 

The GAO explained that, while Force Program Reviews can 
identify excess personnel spaces in some areas and the need 
for personnel spaces ;n (others, these reviews usually show a 
greater need for manpower than is available. Therefore, the 
GAO noted that tradeoffs are made by shifting units, 
capabilities, and manning among the Active Forces or between 
the Active and Reserve (:omponents--and sometimes result in 
dec:sions to leave some reqirements unresourced. 
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GAO DRAFT REPORT - DATED AUGUST 25, 1989 
(GAO CODE 393320) OSD CASE 8108 

"RESERVE FORCE: DOD GUIDANCE NEEDED ON ASSIGNING ROLES TO 
RESERVES UNDER THE TOTAL FORCE POLICY" 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS 

* * * * * 

FINDINGS 

FINDING A: Mobilization Authority/Constraint. The GAO observed 
that the planning scenario in the Defense guidance for making 
force structure decisions presumes the mobilization of 
Reserves. The GAO explained that the most readily available 
authority for such mobilization is found in 10 U.S.C. 673b, 
which authorizes the President to activate up to 200,000 
Selected Reservists for up to 90 days, with a permissible 
extension for an additional 90 days. The GAO noted that 
other legislation also provides the President with authority 
to call up the Reserves to meet domestic and military 
emergencies. 

The GAO pointed out that, despite this mobilization 
authority, the United States has been historically reluctant 
to activate its Reserve units for military operations under 
its mobilization authority for fear of adverse domestic 
reaction and/or giving a stronger-than-intended signal 
internationally of impending military action. The GAO 
concluded that the continuing absence of Reserve call-ups 
reinforces the public's perception of their use as a measure 
of last resort despite the Total Force Policy. (pp. 2-3, 
PP. ll-13/GAO Draft Repcrt) 

DOD POSITION: Partially co*cur. The law cited is for 
Presidential 200K Selected Call-Up Authority; this authority 
is not considered a mobilization authority. The statute was 
Intended to provide accessibility to Reserve Forces without 
mobilization, thus allowing forces not required for routine 
peacetime purposes to be placed in the Reserves. Further, 
Service Secretaries have the authority to voluntarily or 
involuntarily recall Reservists. Rather than being seen as a 
measure of last resort, whose impact may be seen as sending a 
stronger than intended signal, the deliberate activation of 
the Reserve Forces inter,tionally demonstrates national 
resolve and determinaticln. 

Enclosure 

Page 46 GAO/NSIAD-90-26 Force Mix 



Appendix III 

Comments From the Department of Defense 

Note GAO comments 
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end of this appendix. 

See comment 1 

L 

THE OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D c 20301.*000 

Mr. Frank C. Conahan 
Assistant Comptroller Gener-al 
National Security and International Affairs Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20148 

Uear Mr. Conahan: 

This letter 1s the DOD response to the GAO draft report 
entitled "RESERVE FORCES: DOD Guidance Needed on Assisnins Roles 
to Reserves Under The Total Force Policv" (GAO Code 393320, OSD 
Case ElOS), dated August 25, 1989. The Department generally 
concurs with the report. 

The Department agrees that more definitive guidance is 
required from the Office of the Secretary of Defense on the 
assignment of roles to the Reserve Components. As the report 
correctly points out, the Department is in the process of fqrmu- 
latlng such guidance. The formulation and dissemination of this 
guidance is a very detailed and lengthy process, complicated by 
the varied nature of the Services and the wartime missions thl?y 
perform. 

The DepartmeI-,t does, however, take exception to the general- 
jxtions made about the existence and adequacy of Service crite- 
rla used in making force mix decisions. The report would lead 
one to conclude that assignment of missions and roles to the 
Reserve Forces is made after the Active Force 1s developed and 
resourced, primarity as a result of the lack of clear and docu- 
mEnted declslon criteria. In reality, the difficulty the GAO 
investigators encouctered in trying to identify the force mix 
criteria is indicative of the extent to which these criteria are 
embedded throughout the entire force development process. 
Regardless of the br-anch of Service surveyed, each has a detailed 
force development process; the difficulty encountered witn iden- 
tifylng force mix i:-iteria varies among the Services. Admit- 
tedly, the formulal Len of detailed Department and Service guld- 
ante xi11 allow for a TT.OT? detailed ar.d rigorous review of these 
decisions. It 1s lJriciear, however, whether force mix decislonc 
wlil be sigr.ifi::arlr ly different. 
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Appendix I 

National Mobilization Authority 
-- 

The Congress has authorized several mobilization categories for calling 
reserve units and individuals to active duty, expanding the active force, 
and meeting domestic and military emergencies. These mobilization cate- 
gories include 

. “selected mobilization.” activating reservists to meet the requirements 
of domestic emergencies that are not the result of an enemy attack; 

. “partial mobilization,” activating up to a million reservists under presi- 
dential authority, or more than a million by congressional action, to 
meet the rcquircmcnts of war or ot,her national emergencies involving 
an external threat to the national security; 

. “full mobilization.” involving the activation of all reservists to meet 
requirements for wartime or national emergency involving an external 
threat to national security; and 

. “total mobilization,” involving an expansion of the active forces beyond 
those already in the active/reserve forces t,o meet wartime or national 
emergency needs involving an external threat to national security. 

The Congress has also authorized the President to activate up to 
200,000 reservists (commonly referred to as a “200-K call-up”) to meet 
operational requirements, subject to congressional reporting within 24 
hours on the circumstances surrounding the call-up and anticipated use 
of the forces. This c.all-up is limited to an initial 90 days with a permissi- 
ble extension for an addit ional 90 days. 

Each type of mobilization is predicated on action initiated by the 
President or the Congress or both. Presidential action involves proclaim- 
ing a national emcrgcncy and issuing an Executive Order, except in the 
case of a 200-K call-up, which does not require the proclamation of a 
national emergency. (‘ongrcssional action involves either a Joint Resolu- 
tion of the Congress or the passage of a public law declaring war or a 
national emergency. Table 1.1 summarizes these types of mobilization. 

Table 1.1: Mobilization Categories 

Type 
Selected 

Contingency 

:hrllestlc 

Duration 
Open 

Authority 

10 us c 331, 
332.333.3500 and 
8500 

Presldentlal ZOO-K FAllltdry 90 days IOUSC 673b 
CallHJp 

Partial Mllkiry 24 months 1OUSC 673a 

FL111 ~AllllWV Extended lOUSC~672 

Total Extended IOUSC 672 
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Chapter 4 
Periodic Review of Force Mix Needed to 
Assess the Effects of Cumulative Changes on 
War-Fightkg Capabililirs 

DOD Recognizes the 
Importance of 
Planning for 
Non-Mobilization 
Contingencies 

Conclusions 

Marine Expeditionary ForcesI’ to be committed to a conflict without 
having to mobilize its reserve. 

While the Marine Corps hopes to be capable of quickly responding to 
contingencies without using its Reserve, its dependence on the Navy for 
certain functions could impede its ability to meet this goal. The goal of 
being able to commit two Marine Expeditionary Forces to battle without 
using the Marine Reserve could require the use of the Naval Reserve t,o 
meet associated amphibious shipping requirements. The Navy Support 
Element, vital to the smooth off-loading of the amphibious force, is 
largely in the Naval Reserve. The ability to deploy two Marine Expedi- 
tionary forces simultaneously could require act,ive and reserve amphibi- 
ous ships unless the Maritime prepositioned force is used. Marine Corps 
officials told us that they rely on the Kavy’s promise to have the sup- 
port available when needed. Increased <ED involvement in providing 
guidance and oversight could be important to ensuring that limitations 
in the capabilities of one service do not adversely affect the operational 
requirements of another and in prompting any needed ad.justments in 
force structure, based on periodic reassessment of the mix of active and 
rcservc forces. 

In its prqject to develop guidance to assist in force mix decision-making, 
~K)I) has recognized the importance of planning for non-mobilization con- 
tingencies. In this regard, its draft Total Force Policy calls for force 
planners to consider various levels of conflict in non-mobilization contin- 
gencies and varying degrees of reserve activation. It also calls for the 
comprehensive review every 4 years of the degree of reliance on reserve 
forces. 

The issue of reserve force availability should be a fundamental pillar of 
force mix decision-making-not to be used unilaterally to reject the 
increased reliance on reserve forces-but to make balanced decisions 
considering threat, risk, and capabilities needed for contingencies in 
which reserve call-up or mobilization may be delayed or does not occur. 
The importance of I)et’c~nst~ guidance to ensure uniform and balanced 
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- 
Chapter 4 
Periodic Review of Force Mix Needed to 
Assess the Effects of Cumulative Changes on 
War-Fighting Capabilities 

without reserve mobilization. The Navy’s 1984 Total Force report cau- 
tions about increased reliance on the Reserve and notes that “[tlhe Navy 
cannot use its Reserve without mobilization in substantial numbers to 
support the strategy of forward deployment because two weeks active 
duty [annual training requirement] are insufficient to sustain long 
cruises....“” In 1984, the Navy already had large percentages of certain 
capabilities in its Reserve, including the operation of 86 percent of its 
minesweeping vessels, and was planning to add more. Yet the 1984 Total 
Force report also noted that 

“[t]he past several years have seen a dramatic rise in worldwide mine warfarc 
threats. The few remaining active mine warfare units have been ready to deploy on 
short notice during this last year t,o react quickly should irresponsible, terrorist- 
oriented countries carry out threats to mine international waterways such as the 
Straits of Hormuz.“’ 

Concerns about the availability of the reserves were realized in 1987 
when minesweeper ships were needed for Persian Gulf operations and 
only two were available for deployment from the active force. Five were 
sent from the Naval Reserve, but they were go-percent manned by 
active duty personnel. Since that time the Navy seems to have become 
more concerned about placing mission capabilities largely in its reserves. 
The Navy’s fiscal year 1989 Total Force report notes that 

“[a] vexing problem facing Navy planners is that of so-called ‘mission exclusivity,’ 
when all or almost all of a particular capability resides in the Naval Reserve. Exam- 
ples are: (1) Combat Starch and Rescue (hehcopter). (2) KS -based Fleet Logistic 
Support. squadrons, (3) Naval Control of Shipping and (4) Mine Warfare ships. 
Although these capabihties may not be required in peacetime and could be sourccd 
by Naval Reserve personnel. crisis and non-mobilization contingencies could require 
these capabilities on short notice. The nub of the issue is: ‘How available is a certain 
capability to fleet commanders?’ “’ 

The report goes on to state that three main factors must be considered: 
(1) the deployability of Naval Reserve units, (2) the interoperability of 
equipment, and (3) the peacetime availability of the Naval Reserve 
without a presidential call-up. It notes t,hat crew integrity and some 
level of readiness are lost if members who have been operating and 
training together are replaced. 
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Chapter 4 
Periodic Review of Force Mix Needed to 
Assess the Effects of Cumulative Changes on 
War-Fighting Capabilities 

The importance of periodically examining the cumulative impact of 
force mix decisions is highlighted by a recent study mandated by the 
Army Chief of Staff. In January 1989, the Chief of Staff directed that a 
study be undertaken to determine whether a three-to-five-division con- 
tingency could be supported without calling up the reserves. The study 
found that such a contingency could be supported without reserves but 
that it would require a redeployment of forces from other areas. An 
Army official told us that the Army’s recent study showed how close to 
the margin the Army is in relying on its reserve forces. 

While Army officials told us that they did not think such an assessment 
had been made before, a DOD report to the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations on the Total Force in 1983 noted that “[i]f the Army had 
to deploy more than one active division to a conflict, it would need many 
Army Reserve and Guard units to support those divisions unless it chose 
to accept the risk of drawing down its support forces in other theaters.“’ 
The report also noted that the active force should maintain most force 
capabilities that are needed in peacetime or in contingencies that might 
not justify mobilization. Any force structure reductions that entailed an 
increased reliance on the reserves would need to consider to what extent 
this situation might be exacerbated. 

The Extent of Air 
Force Capabilities in 
Non-Mobilization 
Contingencies Is 
Unclear 

In some mission assignments, the Air Force seems to have recognized the 
importance of maintaining a balance between its active and reserve 
forces, but the extent to which this recognition has shaped decisions is 
unclear. For example, the Air Force’s 1984 Airlift Total Force Plan 
called for some of each aircraft type and no more than <50 percent of any 
specific weapon system to be assigned to reserve components.’ At that 
time, a large share of the Air Force’s airlift capability was in the reserve 
components. This situation has not materially changed today, with 
59 percent of the Air Force’s theater airlift capability in the reserve 
components. An Air Force official attributed this reliance on reserve 
components to congressional pressures. 

On one hand. Air Force officials spoke to us with great confidence of 
their ability to meet non-mobilization contingencies with the active force 
reinforced with reservists who volunteer their services. However, the 

‘A Department of Defense Rcpurt ta 1 he Committee on Appropriations. 1X Senate, The Guard, 
Reserve and Active Component\ of the Total Force. .June 30, 1983, p 26 

Page 36 GAO/NSlALI-90-26 Force Mix 



Chapter3 
- 

Force Mix Decisions and Recent Budget Cuts 
Show a Lack of Consensus on Criteria 
for Decision-Making 

Agency Comments and DOD suggested that we clarify our descriptions of force mix criteria used 

Our Evaluation 
by individual services. It suggested that our conclusion that force mix 
decisions in the Army represent efforts to minimize the negative conse- 
quences of making needed force structure changes is incomplete: it must 
be recognized that the Army seeks to maximize support to war-fighting 
commanders-in-chief within recognized constraints. We agree and have 
modified our report to more clearly present this perspective. 

DOD also noted that the Acting Secretary of the Air Force had approved 
criteria in April 1989 for use during force structure deliberations. We 
have some concern, however, that these current criteria, as with previ- 
ously written Air Force criteria, may not be widely disseminated or used 
over time unless they are given permanent status, by being codified in 
the form of a policy directive or by being incorporated into a handbook 
to be used by those participating in the board structure. This concern is 
reinforced by the fact that, despite several contacts with cognizant Air 
Force officials between April and August 1989, we were not made aware 
of the new criteria until they were provided in September in response to 
our draft report. DOD concurred with our description of Navy criteria but 
noted that the complexity of the decision process makes it difficult to 
reconstruct past decisions step by step. 

DOD generally concurred with our comments regarding Marine Corps cri- 
teria but expressed some concern that our treatment of the Corps’ 
decision-making process and criteria might be interpreted as saying that 
the process is less extensive than it actually is. After our initial contacts, 
Marine Corps officials provided us with additional information reflect- 
ing a more substantive force structure decision-making process and cri- 
teria than we had previously been provided. We made appropriate 
revisions to reflect this information. 

nor) also provided updated information concerning the status of its draft 
Total Force Policy directive, most recently revised in August 1989. This 
updated information is reflected in our revised report. 
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Chapter 3 
Force Mix Decisions and Recent Budget Cuts 
Show a Lack of Consensus on Criteria 
for Decision-Making 

The Corps commandant’s recent emphasis on being able to conduct oper- 
ations across a low to medium intensity spectrum of conflict, where 
reserves may not be available, recognizes an important principle of force 
structure decision-making. This principle is discussed further in 
chapter 4. 

DOD Efforts to 
Develop Force Mix 
Policy 

LKH) has worked since 1983 to develop coordinated policy guidance deal- 
ing with the issue of the Total Force and force mix decision-making. 
While a draft policy was issued for formal comment in March 1989, 
there is still some uncertainty about when the policy will be finalized 
and fully implementtd. 

In a .January 1983 memo, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Manpower, Kescrvct Affairs and Logistics noted that 

“(d]urin~ this year’s program review it became obvious to me that this 
Administration has inhcritrd a Total Force mix of military units without an overall 
Iwlicy or plan for improving that mix. Moreover, WC don’t scorn to have even a good 
list of criteria to hcty wit b the decisions on whether newly needed units should be 
;ic,tivated in the Guard. Iicscr~c or active force....” 

During this time, IX)I) also recognized that to inactivate a unit, perhaps 
even more criteria would need to be considered. 

Congressional and IIOI) focus on force mix issues in 1983 and 1984 
encouraged the Air Force and the Navy to specify some force mix crite- 
ria and to examine missions t,hat might be assigned to reserve forces. 
Little was done, however, within individual services or within r)oD to 
establish criteria or policy guidance to govern future decision-making. 
I)(X) neither rlaboratcd on its Total Force Policy nor provided additional 
guidance concerning how force mix decisions should be made. Separate 
force mix guidance is not provided by the #Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

We recommended in our November 1988 report on reserve components 
that the Secretary of Defense take steps to ensure the timely develop- 
ment of guidance on making force mix and mission assignment decisions 
t,o ensure the consistent consideration of relevant factors pertaining to 
these decisions. i WV said that, at a minimum, the guidance should 
address such factors as cost, capability, personnel, training, and equip- 
mcnt requirement h 
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Chapter3 
Force Mix Decisions and Recent Budget Cuts 
Show a Lack of Consensus on Criteria 
for Decision-Making 

targeted for a cut. The Air Force met with strong congressional opposi- 
tion to its plan and was directed to restore the aircraft to the reserve 
squadrons. 

Navy Force Mix While the Navy has identified some criteria used in force mix decision- 

Criteria Identified but 
making, the extent to which these criteria are followed is not t.otally 
clear. The availability of reservists seems to be gaining in importance as 

Not Easily Tracked a factor in force mix decisions, but the extent to which this new empha- 
sis will result in changes in strategy is not yet clear. 

The Navy’s Total Force Reports outline factors important to force struc- 
turc decisions affecting the Naval Reserve; discussions with Navy offi- 
cials provided us with additional perspective. IIowever, given the 
iterative nature of the decision-making process and the absence or 
unavailability of decision-making documents. we were unable to fully 
assess the application of these criteria. At the same time, we found that 
some Navy-developed criteria applicable to the availability of reserve 
forces had recently gained in importance. 

Although the Navy’s reliance on its reserve forces has grown some in 
recent years, the Navy has historically relied less on its reserves than 
most other services. The Navy’s basis for this practice is its maritime 
strategy, which stresses the extended forward deployment of a major 
portion of its fleet, both ships and aircraft requiring primarily a full- 
time, readily available force. This strategy has limited the increase in 
the role of the reservt’s. 

Navy documents indicate that force mix decisions focus on the interre- 
lated criteria of readiness, demographics, and cost. Resources must be 
distributed in a way that ensures that transfers within the total force 
will not cause overall readiness to decline. Demographic considerations 
relate to the availability. quality, and quantity of reservists at the 
places and times they will be needed. According to the Kavy, a consider- 
ation of cost includes the recognition that savings in transferring func- 
tions to the Reserve vary and do not automatically occur. Also, savings 
may not be as great as anticipated due to added costs associated with 
the transfer, such as the construction of new facilities. the increase of 
shore maintenance support. and high full-time manning requirements. 
Between 55 and 65 percent of the manning of reserve ships during 
peacetime consists of full-time personnel, who are drawn about equally 
from the active and rt5ervc components. 
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Chapter 3 
Force Mix Decisions and Recent Budget Cuts 
Show a Lack of Consensus on Criteria 
for Decision-Making 

. determining whether t,he activities needed to be performed exclusively 
overseas or involved extensive temporary duty that could be supported 
by rotation plans divided among several units. 

This paper went on to cite factors affecting the responsibilities of the 
active force, thus also affecting the reserve components. Some of the 
factors included 

l maintaining a sufficient pool of active-duty servicemen in the United 
States to provide an adequate rotation base for overseas assignments 
and 

l ensuring that operational requirements could be accomplished with 
active-duty personnel. only requiring the use of reservists during their 
available training. 

The paper noted that the Air Force’s previous emphasis on implement- 
ing the Total Force Policy and the large number of mission transfers to 
the Air Force reserve components during the post-Vietnam reductions 
had now left minor adjustments to be made in major mission areas. 

In September 1984. the Air Force published what it termed a “Total 
Force Plan” for its airlift mission area.’ This plan detailed a long-term 
effort to transfer aircraft to reserve components and described how the 
Air Force had arrived at its force mix decisions in this area. This docu- 
ment cited a number of criteria similar to those noted above. It also 
pointed out that 

. some of each aircraft type and no more than 50 percent of any specific 
weapon system would be assigned to Air Reserve force units, 

. the current number of reserve units would not decrease, 

. the readiness of all forces and the sustainment of the active force would 
be emphasized, and 

l cost-effectiveness would be considered. 

The Airlift Total Force Plan stated that no single criterion was absolute 
but that maintaining the readiness of all forces and sustaining the active 
force were of primary importance because readiness represented opera- 
tional, or war-fighting, capability and force sustainment was necessary 
to maintain an adequate number of experienced people in both opera- 
tional and managerial positions. 

‘lR4F Arlift Total Force Plm The Active;An- Keserve Force MIX, September 17. 1984. 
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Chapter 3 
Force Mix Decisions and Recent Budget Cuts 
Show a Lack of Consensus on (‘ritrria 
fur DecisiomMaking 

the extent of use and relative impact of each of these factors in force 
mix decision-making are unclear. 

While we recognize that force mix decisions often involve trade-offs, 
actions to achieve higher priority force structure goals can have less- 
than-optimal effects on lesser priorities. One Army official described the 
force mix decision-making process as the seeking of a solution that will 
create the minimum adverse impact. Thus, some decisions can result, for 
example, in the assignment of missions with high training requirements 
to reserve components for which training time is limited. In recent con- 
gressional testimony. the Deputy Commander-in-Chief of Special Forces 
noted the inherent difficulties in training reservists for special opera- 
tions. He suggested that future adjustments in the mix of active/reserve 
special operations t’or(.es may be needed. 

Force mix decisions arc’ also driven by the Army’s preference for combat 
over support forces in th(, active component; the Army argues that com- 
bat provides greater deterrence than support capability. Further, force 
mix decisions arc drivcln by Defense guidance, which specifies that an 
expansion of forccls should occur in the reserve components unless 
active forces are ncled(>d for forward dcployedloverseas stationing, 
rapid deployment, or t hc maintenance of an adequate rotation base to 
minimize the length of ovt’rseas tours of duty. 

Curtailment of Growth in In prior years, with growing defense budgets and continuing increases in 

Reserve End Strength budgeted reserve end strength, additional missions could be assigned to 

Requires Changes in the reserve component s with new requircmcnts likely to be provided for 

Army’s Planned Reserve 
Structure 

in future budgets. 110mevc~r, with the more constrained budgets of recent 
years, planned growth has been significant,ly curtailed. At the time of 
our review, Army officials were faced with a reduced growth in reserve 
component end strc,ngth over the next several years that would cause 
them to fall some 37.000 manpower spaces below what the Army has 
already authorized for the reserve components between now and 1992. 
Thus, the Army. faccti with the possibility that its reserve structure 
might not be maruN to dc,sired levels, established a special task force to 
study the problem and develop solutions. The solutions, scheduled to be 
implemented over 1.h~ next several years, include delaying or canceling 
some unit activations and conversions. shifting priorities to add some 
units, and taking ot 11~ requirements out of the reserve components and 
leaving them Ilnrt,sorll.c.~,d--sllch as requirements for equipment for 
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Chapter 2 
Force Mix Decisions Occur Within the 
Broader Context of Force Stmctuw and 
Budget Decision-Making 

not a by-product. We agree that mission assignments for reserve compo- 
nents are part of the broader force structure process It is for that rea- 
son we stated that these force mix decisions are a by-product of that 
process rather than the principal focus of decision-making. Conse- 
quently, force mix decisions may not be periodically reexamined to 
assess cumulative changes over time and the impact on war-fighting 
capabilities in non-mobilized contingencies. 

DOD stated that the Army’s decision to concentrate combat capabilities in 
the active component was based on a belief in the more significant deter- 
rent value of combat forces, However, it did not say that the Marine 
Corps forces have less deterrent value because of their emphasis on a 
greater balance between combat and support capabilities in both active 
and reserve forces. 
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Chapter 2 
Force Mix Decisions Occur Within the 
Broader Context of Force Structure and 
Budget Decision-Making 

The Navy Responds to Navy force mix decisions are also made within its planning, program- 

Congressional Concern 
ming, and budgeting system (PBS) process. The Navy’s PPBS process 
involves an iterative review of war-fighting needs. A key ingredient in 

in Balancing the the Kavy’s initial programming efforts is a series of assessments and 

Growth of Active and summary appraisals performed annually for key functional and warfare 

Reserve Forces 
areas such as readiness and antisubmarine warfare. These appraisals 
include a review of force structure-related issues and problems on which 
decisions will be made shaping future force structure. 

Appraisals of war-fighting needs provide basic building blocks in the 
programming and budgeting process. It is within this process that force 
mix changes are evaluated. The principal products derived from this 
process, according to a Navy official, are requirements for manpower in 
the active Navy and for full-time ship manning. Decisions to change 
reserve manning and the force mix thus become secondary. 

Force mix changes, such as the increased reliance on the reserves, are 
described by the Navy as resulting primarily from fiscal constraints and 
ensuing congressional concern over the growth of the active force. With 
congressional emphasis on increasing the use of reserve forces, the Navy 
in 1983 established a study group that identified areas in which active 
duty functions could be transferred into the Reserves or new missions 
could be established for the Reserves. In addition. in 1984, the Chief of 
Naval Operations designated a flag-rank officer to serve not only as the 
Director of Plans but also as Total Force Advocate. As Total Force 
Advocate, he was to oversee a small staff established to evaluate force 
mix issues and provide related input to the Kavy’s PPHS process. His 
office, which is unique among the services, is also responsible for pro- 
viding annual reports to the Congress on force mix issues. 

The Total Force Advocate plays a role throughout the force program- 
ming process. In addition to presenting an appraisal of the Navy’s Total 
Force and raising force mix issues that need to be addressed, he can 
advise mission area programmers in developing their program propos- 
als The Total Force Advocate does not make force mix decisions but 
rather participates in deliberations that may lead to changes. 
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Chapter 2 
Force Mix Decisions Occur Within the 
Broader Context of Force Structure and 
Budget Decision-Making 

to achieve the desired degree of readiness by the scheduled activation 
dates. The Army recently adopted a policy stating that a new unit must 
achieve a C3 readiness rating when activated.’ Exceptions do occur, but 
they require approval by the Department of the Army. 

Congressional Interest The forum through which changes to the mix of active and reserve 

Prompts the Air Force 
forces are formally considered within the Air Force is its corporate 
review body, the “Air Force Board Structure.” The Air Force describes 

to Increase the Role of this body as a forum through which senior Air Force officials apply 

the Reserves their collective judgment and experience to major programs, objectives 
and problems and provide the decision-making framework for the Ail 
Force planning, programming, and budgeting system. 

The Board structure, resembling a pyramid, provides five levels, or 
tiers, of review. The bottom tier, which provides the starting point OI 
initial review for forct mix decisions, is supported by 15 mission area 
panels, generally chaired at the level of colonel. One such panel, for 
example, is the mobility panel. It is responsible for reviewing readiness, 
requirements, force structure, plans, and programs. It examines issues, 
plans, forces, programs and technical proposals related to mobility. It is 
within this panel process that initial deliberations occur; program pro- 
posals developed by major Air Force commands are examined in accord- 
ance with budget guidance. Further discussions and judgments work 
their way up succeeding tiers of the board structure, with final decisions 
made at the level of the Secretary of the Air Force and the Chief of 
Staff. From this process the Air Force derives the integrated program it 
uses in formulating its budget request. Officials with whom we spoke 
indicated that documentation of these proceedings was limited and that 
discussions within each level were closely held, even to persons within 
the service, in order to foster open communication among the 
participants. 

The number of reserve unit activations and conversions has been rela- 
tively stable in the Air Force compared with the number occurring in the 
Army. Further, since the Air Force is primarily made up of “wings” cen- 
tered around various types of equipment such as C-130 aircraft, rather 
than troop units (as in the Army), force mix decisions in the Air Force 
focus as much on the modernization and transfer of equipment to the 

“A “C3“ readiness ratmg indlcattSs that the unit possesses the resources and has accomplishr,d the 
training necessary to undcrtakv mqor portmns of the wartme mssion for which it has been organ- 
md or designed 
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Chapter 2 

Force Mix Decisions Oce$ Within the Broader 
Context of Force Structure and Budget 
Decision-Making 

The Army’s Increased 
Reliance on the 
Reserves Is Influenced 
by a Capped Active 
End Strength 

Force structure decisions affecting the reserve components are made 
within the broader context of service force structuring as part of the 
planning, programming, and budgeting processes. As such, decisions 
concerning reserve roles are by-products rather than the principal focus 
of these processes. Each service has its own approach to these 
processes, but the) share certain common features regarding the way 
they make decisions affecting the reserve components. Decisions to 
increase the use of resc’rve forces are often driven by fiscal constraints 
along with congressional emphasis on the greater USC) of reserve forces. 

Changes to the Army’s force structure occur through an elaborate pro- 
cess known as the “Total Army Analysis” (TA.4). Within that process, 
increment,al adjust mcbnts are made to reserve component roles and mis- 
sions. Force Program Reviews, conducted biennially as part of the 114.4 
process, provide the basis for cyclically reexamining the numbers and 
types of forces needed to support the Army’s combat forces. Although 
final decisions arc mad<) by the Army ChicXf of Staff, the review process 
leading to thcsc decisions involves many organizations. hundreds of per- 
sons, and thousands of staff-hours. 

In conducting Force Program Reviews, the Army applies doctrinal crite- 
ria to identify how many and what types of units are needed to struc- 
ture and support, war-fighting units.’ These reviews focus on 
requirements specific to a given theater of operation. changes in require- 
ments due to modifications in doctrine, the introduction of new equip- 
ment, and so on. ‘l‘trc~ rt~views include an analytical process that makes 
use of comput,er tvarfarcb simulations to hf>lp identify force structure 
excesses or shortfalls The process generates voluminous planning infor- 
mation that is used to diagram individual organizational requirements 
and to identify c’s(~~w. or additional manpowcxr requirements. The results 
rc,quirc qualitative, assc~ssmc~nts based on human judgment. 

While Force Program fic,views can identify excess personnel spaces in 
some artsas and tllc, INYY~ for prarsonnel spaces in others, these rcvicws 
usually show an ovc~ratl @cater need for manpower than is available. 
Thus, trade-offs art’ nladc by shifting units, capabilities, and manning 
among the active forces or between the active and reserve components. 
These trade-offs alsO result in decisions to leave some requirements 
unrcsourccd. 
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making processes, criteria, and other factors influencing the mix. We 
obtained and reviewed applicable Defense Department and service guid- 
ance, if available, pertaining to force mix and force structure decision- 
making, including drafts of DOD’S Total Force Policy, which have been 
circulated for comment within DOD. 

We interviewed knowledgeable officials within DOD and the services. 
Within DOD, we interviewed officials of the Offices of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs, Force Management and 
Personnel, and Program Analysis and Evaluation. We also interviewed 
officials at several Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps offices in 
Washington, DC. These offices included the Army’s Office of the Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans and the Office of the Chief of the 
Army Reserve. We visited the National Guard Bureau and spoke with 
both Army and Air National Guard officials. Also, we visited the Air 
Force’s Office of the Chief of Staff, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Programs and Resources, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Plans and Operations, and the Office of the Air Force Reserve. Within 
the heavy we contacted Offices of the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations 
(Naval, Warfare, Navy Program Planning, and Plans Policy and 
Operations); the Office of the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations, 
Surface Warfare; the Center for Naval Analysis; and the Office of the 
Director of Naval Reserve. We contacted the Marine Corps Offices of the 
Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Plans, Policies and Operations; for Require- 
ments and Programs; and for Reserve Affairs. 

Because of the limited available documentation upon which to base an 
independent assessment of force mix decision-making and criteria, we 
had to rely heavily on interviews with cognizant agency officials for rel- 
evant information. Even then, we encountered some constraints due to 
limited institutional memory and the turnover of personnel due to nor- 
mal rotations in military assignments. 

Our review was conducted from September 1988 to April 1989 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 

Agency Comments and The Department of Defense provided written comments on a draft of 

Our Evaluation 
this report. These comments are presented and evaluated in each chap- 
ter and are included in appendix III. 

DOD generally concurred with our findings. It pointed out, however, that 
the 200-K presidential call-up authority is not considered “mobilization” 
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Marine Corps The Marine Corps has the smallest of the services’ reserve components, 
with a fiscal year 1988 end strength equal to only 6 percent of the 
Army’s Selected Reserve. The Marine Corps Selected Reserve now 
equals 18 percent of its total force, up 2 percent from fiscal year 1980. 
The Corps’ Selected Reserve grew by 8,000 personnel during fiscal years 
1980 to 1988, slightly less than the growth of the active Marine Corps. 
This growth in the Corps’ reserve component in recent years has gener- 
ally not resulted in significant shifts in reliance on the reserve for mis- 
sion capabilities. 

The Corps has three active divisions along with three Marine Air Wings 
and associated support groups, as well as one reserve division. The 
rcservc division accounts for 25 percent of the total ground combat 
Marine force structure. It provides the total Marine Corps force with 
one-third of the manpower and one-fourth of the organizational struc- 
ture available upon mobilization. The Selected Reserve is designed to 
deploy as independent units or to augment cadre active units. For exam- 
ple, some active units. such as military police units, may only staff one 
platoon in each company in peacetime, relying on its reserve component 
to round t,hem out if needed for operational purposes, upon mobilization. 

The Marine Corps’ rcservc force structure generally mirrors the active 
force structure, as the Marine Corps has sought more of a balance in its 
combat and support capabilities between the active and reserve compo- 
nents than have other services. Therefore, the Marine Corps has ground, 
air, and support missions in its active and reserve components. Also, in 
contrast with the ac.livc Army, which is depending on reserve support 
for non-peacetime contingencies, the Marine Corps is much less dcpen- 
dent on its Reserve and is taking steps to be able to respond to low- 
intensity contingencies without having to rely on its reserve forces for 
needed capabilitic,s.‘ 

Missions assigned to the reserves generally range from 25 to 40 percent 
of the Corps’ mission capabilities, although some mission capabilities do 
reach the 50. to 100-percent level. Table 1.5 shows the percentages of 
selected capabiliticss in the Marine Corps Reserve. 
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time that these aircraft were both flown and maintained entirely by 
reserve units. The Air Force Reserve and Kational Guard have seen their 
largest growth in the support areas, with the most dramatic increase 
occurring in communications, medical support, and civil engineering. 

Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard units, as part of the Total 
Force, also perform peacetime missions, such as airlift and air medical 
evacuations, as part of their reserve training. Further, the Air Force has 
a Reserve Associate Program, begun in 1968, in which Air Force airlift 
units are collocated with active airlift units. The reserve personnel work 
side by side with their active counterparts, sharing the active units’ air- 
craft and maintenance facilities. 

The reserve unit structure and missions have been relatively stable in 
the Air Force in recent years compared with the Army. While new units 
have been created in some support areas in recent years, more emphasis 
has been placed on upgrading and modernizing existing reserve units 
and expanding their roles within their existing missions. Further, since 
the Air Force’s organizational structure primarily revolves around air- 
craft rather than personnel units [as in the Army). force mix decisions 
have had more to do with the modernization and transfer of equipment 
than with adding to or changing the basic missions of reserve units. For 
example, in the tactical air and strategic defense areas, there have been 
no new missions added, but the existing force is being modernized, with 
ncwcr aircraft like the F-15s and F-16s replacing older aircraft like 
the F-4. 

Navy The Navy experienced much growth in both its active and reserve com- 
ponents between fiscal years 1980 and 1988, as it expanded toward its 
goal of a BOO-ship fleet. The Naval Reserve currently comprises 20 per- 
cent of the total force. The Navy’s reliance on its reserve force has 
grown in recent years. Yet, according to Navy officials, the Kavy has 
historically had comparatively fewer reserves than the other services 
due to the proportionately greater forward deployment requirements of 
its maritime strategy. 

While still a small part of the Navy’s total force, the Naval Keserve grew 
by 54 percent, or 52.000 personnel, between fiscal years 1989 and 1988. 
During this time. the active force end strength grew by 76,000 pcrson- 
nel, or 15 percent. Through fiscal years 1989 and 1990, the end strength 
of the active force is expect,ed to grow, while no growth is expected in 
the reserve force. 
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Army The Army has increasingly relied on its reserve components for growth 
in its force structure. The Army’s Selected Reserve components, which 
grew by 188,000 personnel from fiscal years 1980 through 1988, now 
equal the size of the active force. The number of Army combat divisions 
increased somewhat during the 1980s with the addition of two divisions 
in the active force and two in the National Guard. Increases in the 
number of active combat units were accomplished within the existing 
end strength by reorganizing, restructuring, and downsizing existing 
units; moving some support capabilities out of combat units and locating 
them at other organizational levels; and increasing reliance on reserve 
components. The Army National Guard provides a significant combat 
capability, while the Army Reserve contains much of the Army’s 
combat-support and combat service-support capability.’ Together, the 
Army’s two reserve components provide one-half of the Army’s combat 
and about two-thirds of the Army’s support capabilities. Table 1.2, 
shows examples of specific unit capabilities that are found largely or 
exclusively in the reserve components. 

Table 1.2: Examples of Army Capabilities 
in the Reserve Components Percentage of total Army capability in reserves 

Unit type Army Reserve National Guard Total -~ - -~ ~ 
Infantry scout groups 0 100 100 
TOW light antltank Infantry battalions 0 100 100 
Heavy lift hellcopter companies 0 100 100 
PsychologIcal operations units a7 0 87 
Heavy equipment mamte&ce 

companies 10 76 86 

Petroleum, 011, and lubrlcarlt. 
companies 59 18 77 

Engineer battalions (combat) 25 52 77 ~-- __. 
ConventIonal ammunltlon supply 

companies _..___~.~ 
Special operations forces 

43 

25 

18 61 ~_.-- ..- 
25 60 

Source Fiscal Year 1988 Annual Report From the Reserve Forces Policy Board. Data IS as of 
September 30. 1988 

It is important to note that, while some support capabilities are main- 
tained in active component divisions to sustain peacetime operations, 
these capabilities are inadequate for large-scale or extended operations. 

‘“Combat support” mfers to fire support and operational assistance such as artillery and combat 
engineering. “Combat-sense support” refers principally to logistics and administrative support such 
as supply. transportation. md finance. 
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The early 1970s marked the end of the draft and the beginning of the 
All Volunteer Force. At that time the Department of Defense (DOD) 

adopted the “Total Force Policy” under which active and reserve forces 
are considered a homogenous whole. Early policy statements on the sub- 
ject indicate that the National Guard and Reserve units were expected to 
be the initial and primary source used to augment the active forces in 
any emergency requiring a rapid and substantial expansion of active 
forces under mobilization authority.’ Despite an historical reluctance on 
the part of the IJnited States to call up reserve components, the extent 
to which some mission capabilities have been assigned to reserve units 
since the adoption of this policy has increased the likelihood that the 
reserves could be essential to meeting future operational requirements, 
not just a force to be held in reserve or used for augmenting active 
forces. The Assistant, Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs stated in 
March 1988 congressional testimony that 

“IJnder the Total Forw I’olicy, we are increasingly basing the national security 
Interests of our nation ou our ability to rapidly mobilize, deploy, and employ combat 
ready Reserve component units and members anywhere in the world. Today, many 
of our military contingency plans simply cannot be executed effectively without 
committing National Guard and Reserve Forces in the same time frame as our Active 
Forces.” 

Decisions concerning the mix of active and reserve units that will com- 
prise a service’s force structure have been made against the backdrop of 
that policy.’ The reserve forces of most services have expanded greatly 
in recent years with only general guidance from DOD governing that 
expansion. DOD’S general guidelines are provided in force planning guid- 
ance, which specifies that the expansion of force structure should occur 
in the reserve components unless increases are needed in the active com- 
ponents to station forces overseas, to rapidly deploy them, or to main- 
tain an adequate rotation base-that is, a pool of tJ.S.-based personnel 
who can, through periodic overseas tours of duty, minimize the length of 
individual assignments. 

‘lxgislation defines prr~idenh;~l authority to mobilize forces and limitations on when, how many, and 
for how long rcxrvlsts may bc activated to expand the active force. See appendix 1 for a summary of 
this mobilization authorit) 

‘“Force structure” rcfcrh 10 tlw nrm~bcrs and sizes of units compnsing the defense forces, e.g., dwi 
SIOIIS, ships, and air wings 
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Executive Summary 

resourced units provide a basic structure that is easy to expand upon in 
time of need. Also. the Marine Corps’ philosophy is different from the 
Army’s in that the Marine Corps relies less heavily on its reserves for 
support capability. While the Army has placed a major portion of its 
support capabilities in its reserves, the Marine Corps has more of a bal- 
ance between combat and support forces in its active and reserve com- 
ponents and is seeking to become even less dependent on its reserves for 
support. At the same time, the Marine Corps is dependent on the Navy 
and the Iiaval Reserve for deployment capability. 

Periodic Review of 
Reserve Component 
Missions Needed 

Department of Defense and service officials all describe force mix 
decision-making as occurring within the context of broader force struc- 
ture and budget decision-making, Changes take place over several years 
with marginal rather than wholesale changes to force structure at any 
one time. Thus, periodic assessments of cumulative changes in the use of 
reserve components are warranted. with guidance from and oversight 
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

The Army, the Air Force, and the h’avy all have varying mission capa- 
bilities largely or t>xclusively in their reserve components. Some exam- 
ples include the Army’s infantry scout groups, heavy lift helicopter 
companies, and ammunition supply companies; the Navy’s minesweep- 
ing ships and its combat search and rescue squadrons; and the Air 
Force’s aeromedical c>vacuation crews and aerial port cargo handling 
personnel. 

Problems resulting from the Navy’s assignment of its minesweepers to 
the Naval Reserve are largely responsible for the increased focus on the 
issue of reserve availability. Navy minesweepers, which were placed 
primarily in the Reserve, were presumed to be needed only after mobili- 
zation. However, when they were needed in the Persian Gulf in 1987, 
reserve call-up did not occur, and t.hr ships had t,o be deployed largely 
with active duty personnel taken from other assignments. The Navy 
seems concerned about this situation, and the other services have also 
recently given some’ increased attention to the issue of reserve availabil- 
ity. The Army recently examined its ability to function without its 
reserves. It found that it could support three to five active divisions for 
an operational contingency without reserves but that it would require a 
redeployment of forces from other assigned areas. An Army official told 
W.O that, the Army’s study showed how (*lost, to the margin the Army is 
in relying on its rcscr\‘e forces. (;J\o believes that the issue of the 
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Purpose The reserve components of the U.S. military services are expected to 
play major operational roles should large-scale conflict or war break 
out.’ The part-time nature of reserve forces makes it imperative that 
assigned missions be well suited to them, considering that the reserves 
are not as readily available and do not have as much time to train as the 
active forces. In the currently constrained budget environment, options 
that shift more missions into the reserves are likely to be considered. 
GAO identified force mix decision-making problems in a recent report on 
reserve component policies and programs’ and, at the request of the 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Military Personnel and Compensation, 
House Committ,ee on Armed Services, conducted this follow-up review to 
focus on what decision-making processes and criteria were followed by 
individual military services in assigning missions to reserve components, 
whether these processes were sufficiently thorough. and whether any 
improvements were needed. 

Background The Total Force Policy initiated in the early 197Os, with the end of t,he 
military draft, views active and reserve forces as a singular fighting 
force. Since that time. the reserve forces of most services have grown 
and assumed increasingly greater responsibilities as part of the total 
U.S. military forces. Many reserve forces are tasked to deploy with or 
soon after early deploying active forces in wartime to provide needed 
combat and combat support. 

More importantly, oath of the services has important mission capabili- 
ties largely or exclusively in its reserve components. The extent to 
which some mission capabilities have been assigned to reserve forces 
since the adoption of the Total Force Policy has made the reserves inte- 
gral to future war-fighting efforts, not ,just a force to be held in reserve 
or used for augmenting active forces. The reserves have become essen- 
tial to meeting fut ut’e operational requirements despite an historical 
reluctance on the part of the rlnited States to mobilize reserve units for 
military operations. 

‘This report focuses on t bra “Sekcrcd Kescrvc,” which generally refers to individuals who arc 
assqqwd to organized Sational Guard and Kescrve units and engage in monthly and ywrrly paid 
training. 

‘See Reserve Camponrnts Opportumties to Improve National Guard and Reserve I’ol~ws and 
Programs (GA /. -811-27,~. 17. lS88). 
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